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The finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tax Lawycxr, of 


' August 8, 1891, es 307-8, which embodies the “ Report of Tus Lancet Special Commis- 
| sion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”*—the subject of the ing selected from 
| amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 





| PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 


“ JOHANNIS.” 
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Bottles. 
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Springs: London Offices : 
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AUS, sa, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 
'LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
; SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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» London | Country 5/- 3/9 


10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,692,000. INCOME, £303,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


DIRECTORS, 
Mathew, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 


Meek, A. Grant, Esq. (Devizes). 

Brooks, William, Esq. (Basingstoke). Mellor, The Right Hon. John W., Q.C., 
Davey, The Right Hon. Lord Justice. M.P. 
Deane, The Right Hon. Sir James Parker, | Mills, Richard, Esq. 

Q.C., D.C.L. | Morrell, Frederic P., Esq. (Oxford 
Dickinson, James, Esq., Q.C. Pemberton, Henry Leigh, Esq. 
Ellis, Edmund Henry, Esq. | Pennington, Richard, . 
Frere, Geo 


? . Edgar, Esq. | Roweliffe, Edward Lee, Esq. 
Garth, The tight fon. Sir Richard, Q.C. | Saltwell, William Henry, Esq. 
m, Chas. ts 
Kekewich, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 


| Wilde, Spencer C., 
Lopes, The Right Hon. Lord Justice. 


| Williams, C. Reynolds, 
Williams, Romer, Esq. 
" Masterman, H. Chauncy, Esq. 


| Williams, William, Esq. 


Bacon, The Right Hon. Sir James. 
Blake, Fredk. John, . 





Contents. 

Law Societies 

Law Srupents’ Jousnat .... 
New Orpers, &o 

Leaat News 

Winvine Up Notice 
Basxrurroy Notices 


Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. Symons v. Wedmore 


Allen y. Allen and Bell ...............00-.. 128 (Caszs or Lasr Sirrinas.) 

Aluminium Co, {Lim.), Re................. 130 | Harbin v. Masterman ........................ 132 
en Vv. Anderson ...................--... ». 181 Ponsford v. Newport School Board...... 132 

Elcom, Re, Layborn v. Groves-Wright 127 

Fitton’s Estate, Re, Hardy v. Fitton ... 129 In the Weekly Reporter. 

John Foster & Son (Lim.) v. The Com- Dudley and Kingswinford Tramways, 

. . Missioners of Iniand Revenue . 1! In re 126 
Lands Allotment Co. (Lim.), Re ... Freme, In re, Freme v. Logan : 
Martha (a person of unsound Montagu & Co. v. Forwood Brothers 

mind not so found), Re & Co. 12 
GARNER sdsbivsobcocceiderescasece Municipality of Pictou v. Geldert 
Norburn v. Norbura 
Page v. Midland Railway Co 

Peake’s Settled Estates, In re 1 

. (on the mation of the Guar- 

ians of the Poor of the City of 
Norwich) v. Bolingbroke and Others 128 


Connex Torics 

Maxtxe Rures oF Court .......6...00.000 
) Recent Decisions ox County Court 
| Jurispiction anp Practice 
CornespoxpENce 


and Baines & Co,’s Contract, 
; Re Same and Illustrated London 
Contract 








VOL. XXXVIIL, No. 8. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 23, 1893. 


~ 





CURRENT TOPICS, 


On tue tast day of the sittings, being Thursday, the 2st 
inst., every judge of both divisions of the High Court, who was 
in London, held a sitting; but the Court of Ap did not sit. 
In that court there would have been little or nothing ready, and 
the strength of the appeal lists for next*sittings will depend 
mainly on the causes set down before the 11th of January. 





THERE was a meeting of the Rule Committee on Wednesday 
morning last, which occupied about two hours, but it does not 
ated whether the question of filing Chancery orders, instead 
of copying them on to the record, was before the meeting. 
There is no doubt that the subject has begun to assume a 
tangible form, but we cannot hear that the judges in general, 
or the members of either branch of the profession, have been 
called upon to give their opinions on the subject. The matter is 
of much importance, and seeing that the present practice has 
not given rise to any complaints, and that no change has really 
been called for, it seems at least undesirable that a practice 
which has stood the test of time, to put it concisely, for hundreds 
of years, should be altered without consultation with all parties 
concerned, 





Durinc THE ensuing Hilary Sittings the method of hearin 

witness actions in the Chancery Division which has been ado 

for the Trinity and Michaelmas Sittings, 1893, and has been 
so successful, will be continued. ‘From Tuesday, the 16th of 
January, Mr. Justice Norru will take witness actions every day, 
except Monday, the 22nd of January, until Saturday, the 27th 
of January, From bony the 30th of January, until Satur- 
day, the 10th of February, Mr. Justice Srixiive will take witness 
actions each day, Monday, the 5th of February, excepted. Mr. 
Justico Kexewicn will, from Tuesday, the 13th of February, 
until Saturday, the 24th of February, take witness actions each 
day, except on Monday, the 19th of February. Mr. Justice Currry 
will, from Tuesday, the 27th of February, until Saturday, the 
10th of March, take witness actions each day, except on Monday, 
the 5th of March. The course thus laid down will not prevent 
any of the Chancery judges hearing witness actions on other 
days than those prescribed, and Mr. Justice Kexewicn has 
already announced his intention of hearing witness actions at the 
commencement of the sittings, and probably on the 23rd of 
January. During the time that each of the above judges is 
hearing witness actions (all of which, it'should be observed, will 
be taken from his own list), his motions and unopposed peti- 
tions will be taken as follows :—Those of Mr. Justice Norra by 
Mr. Justice Curry ; those of Mr. Justice Srrrtiva by Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu ; those of Mr. Justice Kexewicu by Mr. Justice Srir- 
Linc ; those of Mr. Justice Currry by Mr. Justice Nortn. 





WE HAVE HEARD some anxiety expressed as to the construc- 
tion which is likely to be put by the chancery taxing masters 
upon one of the new Rules of Court. We refer to ord. 65, r. 
14a. That rule reads as follows :— 

‘‘The costs occasioned by any unsuccessful claim or unsuc- 
cessful resistance to any claim to any property shall 
not be paid out of the estate unless the judge shall 
otherwise direct.” 

As we pointed out a fortnight ago, the words we have italicized, 
if interpreted literally, are more extensive than ‘‘ the costs of” 


1 | any unsuccessful claim, &c. They would include the costs of the 


party resisting the claim. It may be hoped, indeed, that the taxing 


116 | masters will feel themselves at liberty to adopt a less strict view 


to do otherwise the co uences would 
e simplest illustration which suggests 


of the rule. Were the 
be serious. To take 


22 | itself :—We suppose that in an ordinary creditor's action for 


8 
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administration it rarely happens that claims are not brought in 
which the claimants fail to establish. In such cases it is not 
usual to disallow the claim, with costs, for the sufficient reason 
that costs cannot be enforced against an unsuccessful claimant 
without a special order for the purpose. Even in the compara- 
tively few instances in which costs are awarded against a 
claimant, he is, of ccurse, only liable to pay costs as between 

and party. If, then, the effect of the rule is to be held 
to be that special directions are required in order to provide for 
the costs of the legal personal representative disputing the 
claims, the ordinary form of order on further consideration in a 
creditor’s action would require to be reconsidered. We do not 
for one moment suppose that the judges intended to enact any- 
thing so extravagantly absurd as that which seems to flow from 
a literal construction of the rule in question. Indeed, we 
should be prepared to contend that such a provision would be 
ultra vires, as Going opposed to the well-known saving as to the 
costs of trustees and executors contained in ord. 65, r.1. And 
we do not doubt that, if the point were ever raised, the judges 
would have no difficulty in putting a reasonable construction on 
the rule. But surely it is not too much to ask that the language 
of Rules of Court should be free from ambiguity, and should 
not require or suggest the expense of a judicial decision for 
their interpretation. 


Mr. Justice Currry has decided with his usual acuteness on 
the strange medley of facts and assertions involved in the 
“female bridegroom case.”” In 1866 Mrs. CULLENER was, as 
the widow of Wittiim Cutiener, who had died in 1853, en- 
titled during widowhood to certain property. In that year she 
took to wearing male attire, and has ever since, with slight 
er passed herself off as Henry Nevirie Suirn. In 
October of the same year a marriage was solemnized at Wood- 
ford, the parties to which, according to the register, were James 
Srantey and Racnet Evizanern Curtener. That the signature 
of one of the parties was that of Mrs. CuLLENER was not dis- 
puted. The question was, which part she took in the ceremony. 
According to her own story the marriage was a sham, the 
object being to make her creditors believe that her interest in 
the property had ceased. She herself, she asserted, was the 
bridegroom, and a woman who lived with her, Sormia New- 
LAND, was the bride. Subsequently these two appear in 
fact to have grew as man and wife for many years under 
the name of .and Mrs. Smirn. On the other hand, accord- 
ing to the story of those entitled subject to Mrs. CuLLENER’s 
interest, the marriage at least was a reality, however much 
the rest of her life had been an imposture. This view was 
adopted by Mr. Justice Currry. The strongest point against 
Mrs. Cvt.ener’s version was that the signature ‘“ Racner 
Evizaseru Cvtrener” in the register appeared to be in her 
handwriting, and it was, of course, for her to get over the pre- 
sumption in favour of the marriage being a reality, a presump- 
tion strongly supported by recitals she had allowed to go upon 
the title deeds of the property. It would be more satisfactory 
if some trace could have besa found of the real James STanzey, 
but obviously it is not for Mrs. CcLLEener (or, rather we should 
say, Mrs. Srantey) to complain that his existence has been 


credited 





Tue Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1893, removes a great 
stumbling block from the path of plaintiffs who sue married 
women for debt. It does away once for all with the unjust and 
absurd position created by such cases as Palliser v. Gurney (35 
W. R. 760, 19 Q. B. D. 519), Re Shakespear (33 W. R. 744, 30 
Ch. D. 169), Braunstein vy. Lewis (65 L. T. 449), and Tetley v. 
Griffiths (36 W. R. 96), the net result of which has been to 
establish as law the proposition that before a plaintiff can sue a 
married woman for debt he must be in a position to prove that 
at the date of the contract the married woman had separate 
peeety in respect of which she could be deemed to contract. 

erwise, if at the date of the contract she had no separate 
property, the contract could not be enforced against subse- 
quently-acquired separate property. The amending Act, passed 
on the 5th of December, provides that every contract entered 
into by a married woman, otherwise than as agent, shall be 
deemed to be a contract entered into with respect to, and to 





bind, her separate property not subject to restraint on anticipa- 
tion, whether she was poss of any separate property or 
not at the time she contracted ; and, further, that such contract 
shall bind all separate property she may at the time or there- 
after be possessed of or entitled to, not subject to restraint, and 
shall be enforceable against all property subsequently acquired 
during discoverture. Bection 2 provides that a married woman 
plaintiff may be ordered to pay costs out of separate property 
which is subject to restraint on anticipation, and that se 8 an 
order may be enforced by the appointment of a receiver and 
sale or otherwise ; and section 3 applies the provision in section 
24 of the Wills Act, that a will is, with reference to the 
real and personal estate comprised therein, to be construed as 
speaking from the death of the testator, to the will of a married 
woman made during coverture, and enacts also that it shall not 
require to be re-executed after the death of her husband. Asa 
consequence of the provisions of section 1 of the new Act 
sub-sections (3) and (4) of the 1st section of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, are repealed. 





Onx EFFECT of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, will 
be to greatly facilitate procedure under R. 8. C., ord. 14. We 
are not at all sure that the bearing of this single-page statute will 
not be to throw more facilities in the way of those in whose hands 
the working of procedure under order 14 rests than all the deep- 
laid schemes of the judges as embodied in the new rules. 
Following the law as laid down in the cases under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, mentioned above, the practice in 
chambers has been to treat a writ against a married woman as 
not specially indorsed unless it contained an allegation that she 
was possessed of separate property at the time the contract was 
entered into, and to further require the plaintiff to prove the 
allegation. It had been held in Zétley v. Griffith (36 W. R. 96), 
and Whitaker vy. Van der Smissen (4 Times Rep. 707), that the 
onus of proof of separate property lay on the plaintiff, and it 
was necessary of course that this ruling should find its reflection 
in the practice under order 14. There has consequently been 
continual friction in all actions against married women, especially 
under order 14. Day after day for years it has been the same 
story over and over again—action against a married woman for 
debt; summons under order 14; complete verification of the 
claim by the plaintiff; defendant on being called upon to shew 
cause why judgment should not be entered against her says 
there is no proof that she was possessed of separate property at 
the date of the contract. Nothing more is needed to complete 
the discomfiture of Justice as personified by the judge or 
master. The plaintiff, a tradesman, is asked to prove that the 
lady who ordered and received goods from him, and did not pay 
for them, was possessed of separate property at the date when 
the goods were ordered. How is such a requirement to be com- 
plied with? The difficulty was made even greater by Braun- 
stein v. Lewis (65 L. T. 449), where it was held by the Oourt of 
Appeal that the proof must go to shew that the separate pro- 
perty was reasonably proportionate to the amount of the debt 
contracted for. The consequence of not being able to furnish 
this proof has been, for years past, that the judge or master, 
while quite convinced of the justice of the plaintiff's 
claim, and equally so of the absence of any defence whatever 
on the merits, has bad to perpetrate in the name of the 


court the monstrosity of making an order giving the defendant — 


leave to defend. Anything more unjust and absurd cannot well 
be imagined, and it makes one breathe more freely to feel that 
the state of things we have pictured has at last become a thing 
of the past. The practical effect of the Act, so far as order 14 
is concerned, is that, in an action against a married woman by 
specially-indorsed writ, it is no longer necessary to allege that 
i was possessed of separate property at the date of the 
contract ; and in proceeding under order 14 no onus of proof of 


separate property rests on the plaintiff. The law presumes that’ 


she was possessed of separate property, and whether she had 
any or not makes no difference as to the binding nature of her 
contract. The form of judgment against a married woman 


defendant will still follow that laid down in Scott v. Morley (36 © 


W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120), — when it is against a married 
woman plaintiff for costs, it will have to be varied. 


Dec. 23, 1893. " 
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A LEARNED CORRESPONDENT calls our attention to the recent 
decision of Sir Francis Jeune in The Goods of Anstee (42 
W. R. 16; 1893, P. 283), and suggests that it is diffi- 
cult to reconcile it with the earlier cases of Sweetland v. 
Sweetland (4 Sw. & T. 6) and Margary v. Robinson (12 
P. D. 8). The question turns upon the position of a testa- 
tor’s signature in order to give validity to his will. The 
Wills Act, 1837, requires (section 9) that the will shall be 
signed ‘‘at the foot or end thereof by the testator,” and this, as 
Sir James Hannen remarked in Margary v. Robinson, remains 
the governing provision, notwithstanding the elaborate gloss 
upon the words ‘‘foot or end” contained in 15 Vict. c. 24. 
Primd facie, therefore, it appears that the will can in no case be 
regarded as duly signed under the statute when the testator’s 
signature appears in the body of it and not at the end, and 
this view was unhesitatingly adopted in the former cases. In 
Sweetland vy. Sweetland the testator signed his name on five sheets 
of a testamentary paper which consisted of six sheets. The 
writing at the end of the fifth sheet broke off in the middle of a 
sentence, which was continued on the sixth sheet. The sixth 
sheet contained a trustees’ remuneration clause, but does not 
appear to have been material to the dispositions of the will. 
Nevertheless Lord Pznzanox refused to admit the document to 
probate. “The court,” he said, ‘would not be justified in 
fixing upon a signature in the midst of what the testator in- 
tended as his will, and treating it as an execution of all that 
preceded it, and granting probate of so much of the will, to the 
disregard of the remainder. This in many cases might produce 
a testamentary result far from the testator’s wishes ; and though 
in this case it is said that no disposition of property is rejected, 
the principle is the same,” Margary v. Robinson was a clearer 
case, because the testator’s mark was right in the middle of the 
testamentary paper propounded, but the present case of Zhe 
Goods of Anstee seems open to exactly the same considerations as 
Sweetland y. Sweetland, The testator used a printed form and 
partially filled it up with writing. The last clause in the will 
related to the carrying on of his business, but it was not finished 
when the writer reached the printed attestation clause at the 
bottom of the front page. The testator and the witnesses all 
signed at the bottom of this page. The clause then proceeded 
on the second page to provide by whom cheques were to be 
signed and accounts settled. Sir Francis Jeune granted pro- 
bate of the will down to the bottom of the first page only—that 
is, he did the very thing which Lord Penzance declined to do in 
Sweetland vy. Sweetland, he rejected the part after the signature 
as being immaterial to the dispositions of the will. But, 
whether material or not to the main purport of the will, it was 
clearly meant by the testator to be a part of it, and his sig- 
ert, therefore, appears not to have been at the “ foot or end 
thereof,’ 





Tue Court or Arrzat, in a judgment recently reported (ante, 
p. 96), have affirmed the judgment of the Divisional Court 
(Cave and Wricnt, JJ.) in Great Western Railway Co. v. Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue. Under an Act of Parliament four 
railway companies, of which only two—the Wellington and 
Severn Junction Railway and the Calne Railway—need be 
mentioned, were amalgamated with the Great Western Railway 
Co., and it was provided that a Queen’s printers’ copy of the 
Act should be chargeable with the same stamp duty as would 
be chargeable if the transaction effected by the Act with refer- 
ence to each of the amalgamated companies were a transaction 
effected by an executed instrument in writing and the copy of 
the Act were the instrument. In respect of the hadyone ve and 
Severn Junction Railway Oo., the Great Western Railway Oo. 
issued £59,830 of its guaranteed stock to the shareholders of 
the amalgamated company. In respect of the Caine Railway 
Co. a debenture debt of £11,600 was undertaken by the Great 
Western Railway Co. The question arose whether the ay. 
the Act of Parliament was to be stamped with an ad valorem 
stamp as a “conveyance on sale” or with a ten shilling stamp 
as a conveyance or transfer not — provided for in 
the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891. It has been held that the 
ad valorem stamp is payable, and the result shews how difficult it 
is to escape the comprehensive definition of ‘conveyance on 
sale” given in section 54 of the Stamp Act. ‘The expression 





‘conveyance on sale,’” says that section, “includes every 
instrument whereby any , or any estate or 
interest in any property, upon the sale thereof is transferred to 
or vested in a purchaser.” For the Great Western Railway Co. 
it was contended that there was no vendor and no purchaser. 
The amalgamated companies were extinguished, and in the 
place of hen was an enlarged Great Western Co. But~the 
courts acted on the view that there must, if the transaction had 
been carried out privately, have been a transfer of the property 
of the amalgamated companies, and such transfer being in con- 
sideration, in the one case, of the issue of stock, and in the 
other of the undertaking of a debt (see section 57 of the Stamp 
Act), was in substance a sale, 





A rurTHER decision on the stamp duty on conveyances on 
sale has been, given by the Court of Appealin Fuster § Son 
(Limited) v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue py egy 0: else- 
where. Here eight persons who had carried on business 
in partnership formed themselves into a limited company, 
and they took between them the whole of the shares of 
the company. To carry out the arrangement all the free- 
hold and leasehold property of the partnership was trans- 
ferred to the company by deed, and tho question arose as to the 
duty payable upon this deed. The Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners claimed the usual ad valorem duty on £140,000, the 
actual value of the property transferred, and it is perhaps not 
easy to see how the claim could be doubted. In cases where 
two or more firms amalgamate to form a limited company, or 
where strangers are allowed to take shares, it is clear that the 
duty is payable, although it forms a very heavy burden upon 
such schemes. It is really a tax which has to be paid for the 
sake of securing the advantages of limited liability and of cor- 
porate existences. And in point of law it can make no difference 
that the partnership and the company into which it is trans- 
formed consist of the same individuals. The company, as 
Liyptey, L.J., pointed out, is a separate entity, and the nature 
of a conveyance to it does not in any way depend on the persons 
who hold the shares. 





THE PRINCIPLE upon which Kennepy, J., decided the case of 
The Republic of Chili vy. London and River Plate Bank (Limited) is 
doubtless a sound one, though perhaps it unduly favours persons 
who finance the shortlived Governments of South American 
States. ‘So soon,” said Currry, J., in Republic of Peru v. Peruvian 
Guano Co, (36 Ch. D., at p. 497), “as it is shewn that a de facto 
Government of a foreign State has been recognized by the 
Government of this country, no further inquiry is permitted in 
a court of justice here. The court.declines to investigate, and, 
indeed, has no proper means of investigating, the title of the 
actual Government of a foreign State which has been thus 
recognized.” At the time when Batmacepa abstracted from the 
treasury the silver which formed the basis in part of the Ohilian 

aper currency, he was clearly at the head of the de facto 
overnment, and he had acquired authority to use the silver 
under a law which in appearance at least was valid. His Govern- 
ment was still in existence, too, when the silver was pledged to 
the River Plate Bank to procure him the means for continuing 
his struggle for power, although immediately afterwards 
he was defeated At resigned. The conditions, therefore, were 
resent which enabled the bank to obtain a title, and Mr. 
ustice Kennepy decided —ee in their favour. If it 
were possible, no doubt it would be desirable to ignore the dis- 
tinction between government de facto and ent de jure in 
matters of tracing title yh re , and, in cases such as this, 
to require that a person claiming State shall shew a 
title to it under the lawful Government. But the principle laid 
down by Ourrry, J., does not seem to admit of any such 
tion, and it follows that any usurper, ided he obtains 
recognition and clothes his acts with the form of law, has all the 
property of the State at his disposal. 








Lord Coleridge is stated to have left town on Wednesday for his country 
seat at Ottery St. Mary, Devon. ; 
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MAKING RULES OF COURT. 


One striking feature about Rules of the Supreme Court now-a- 
days is their lack of finish. We have dwelt at some length on 
the bad draftmanship of ord. 14, r. 1 (4), of the Rules of 1893 
(ante, Pp. 92), and will not here refer to it again, and the same 
remark applies to the wording of ord. 65, r. 144, which, as we 
have shewn ante, p. 94, could not have been intended to mean 
what it says. In addition to those material defects, the new 
rules contain other defects of detail which, though they may 
seem trifling at first sight, are not unimportant when it is borne 
in mind that the rules and forms are statutory. 

If we look at the form prescribed for ‘notice of appoint- 
ment to hear originating summons,” App. K., Ir., we find 
that the notice runs thus: ‘You are required to attend,” 
&c., ‘at the Royal Courts of Justice, at o’clock in the 
noon, for the hearing,” &c. Itdoes not appear to have occurred 
to the person who drafted that form that it was necessary to 
specify the day when the party was to attend, but only the 
hour. 

And in the Rules of the Supreme Court (Trustee Act), 1893, 
there is another awkward blunder. The rules consist of 
one new order, viz., order 54n, with seven rules. The whole of 
this order must, in future editions of any book of practice con- 
taining the whole code of Rules of Court, be printed between 
order 544 of 1893 and order 55. Now rule 5 of the new 
order 548, repeals ord. 55, r. 134, and makes a new rule to take 
its place, which new rule is named “ ord. 55, r. 13a,” but which 
at the same time is also named “ ord. 548, r. 5.” Why a ruleis 
to bear two denominations we fail to see, unless, indeed, the in- 
tention was to emphasize it by repetition. 

There is another error concerning this ord. 55, r. 13a. If our 
readers will take the trouble to look at ord. 55, r. 14, they will 
see that it begins with the words ‘‘Noorder made under the 
Act in the last preceding rule mentioned,” &c. Since 1889 
“‘ the last preceding rule”? has been this same ord. 54, r. 13., 
now fecsit by the rules of November, 1893, and neither in 
the rule of 1889 nor in that of 1893 is there any mention of any 
Act of Parliament whatever. If we go further back still to ord. 
54, r. 13, we find the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, mentioned, 
and we can then see what has happened. A new rule was 
interpolated in 1889 between rules 13 and 14, and the same rule 
was amended in 1893, and in neither instance did those who 
thrust the new rule into this place take the trouble to read over 
the two rules between which they wedged it in. 

There are one or two portions of these rules of November, 
1893, which suggest the thought that possibly the old idea of 
‘*fusion of law and equity” is still apt to run away with the 
minds of those who make rules of court. The “fusion of law 
and equity ” may be an excellent idea so far as proceedings in 
court are concerned, but when it is carried into the practical 
work of departments the phrase would represent a greater 
truth if the word ‘‘fusion” were changed to ‘‘ confusion.” 
These rules of November, 1893, prescribe a new proce- 
dure with regard to originating summonses and new forms. 
So far as that procedure affects the Chancery Division it is 
excellent. It makes the minimum of change with maximum of 
advantage. But when, in obedience, presumably, to the great 

inciple of ‘‘ fusion,” this new procedure was applied to the 
Dueen’s Bench Division also, it made the maximum of change 
without any advantage whatever. In chancery actions and 
matters procedure by originating summons forms one of the 
most important parts of the work of the division. The issue of 
the summons is the foundation of important proceedings, some- 
times of a complicated and difficult kind, requiring argument 
and determination in court. In the Queen’s Bench hivision, on 
the other hand, originating summonses are, in the great majority 
of instances, like ordinary summonses. The summons is issued, 
heard, and decided by the master, and there is an end of the 
whole matter. Asa matter of fact these summonses have hitherto 
been issued and dealt with precisely in the same way as ordinary 
summonses, and no demand has ever been created for any ex- 
tension of the p pe which has worked expeditiously, 
satisfactorily, and economically. Now, however, the cost of this 
procedure has been increased, and unnecessary delays have been 
carefully provided. But then, of course, the great principle of 
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“‘fusion’’ must be obeyed. Both divisions of the High Court 
must be tarred with the same—rules. 

Another striking instance of this is afforded by the new 
ord, 31, r. 2, towhich we referred at some length in our last 
issue (ante, p. 109). Last year the fact was brought home to 
the minds of the judges t the right to interrogate was 
greatly abused in Queen’s Bench actions. We do not admit 
that their conclusion on this point was right, but we will 
assume for our present P se that it was. In prescribing a 
remedy they very proper. mag feta wt for the sake of argu- 
ment, that they were right) came to the conclusion that in 
Queen’s Bench actions the judge or master could very well 
determine what interrogatories should be allowed and what 
should be disallowed. Therefore they made ord. 31, r. 2, which 
can, we admit, be made to work in Queen’s Bench actions. If 
the rule had been limited to that extent there would not have 
been much to be said against it. But here, again, the 
governing policy—the great law of ‘‘ fusion ”—had to be obeyed 
in drawing the rule, and so it was made to apply to Chancery 
actions also. We have pointed out the absurdity of this appli- 
cation (ante, p. 109), and anyone who knows from experience 
the great complexity of many Chancery actions, the funda- 
mental difference of Chancery and Queen’s Bench procedure, 
and the absolute necessity which frequently exists in the 
former for long interrogatories which can only be settled b 
counsel who are acquainted with the intricacies of the case, will 
agree with us in pate, this latest development of the fusion 
of law and equity idea as the worst defect in the new rules. 

Our remarks on this occasion would be incomplete without 
reference to one matter which appears to have been overlooked 
in making the rules to which we are referring. Order 30 makes 
new provisions for giving directions as to the conduct of Queen’s 
Bench actions. ‘‘Any party at any time” may take out a 
summons for directions, and the master may order trial without 
pleadings or make any other order he likes as to the 
course of the action. Nothing is said in the rule as to 
such an application operating as a stay of proceedings in 
other directions. What will be the effect, then, of this new 
order on the established procedure for judgment in default of 
defence? Ord. 21, rr. 6 and 7, specify the time within which a 
defendant served with a statement of claim or specially-indorsed 
writ or ordinary writ is to deliver his defence, and order 27 
prescribes the procedure for obtaining judgment in default of 
defence. Reading order 30, it is apparent at once that it must 
necessarily interfere greatly with the practice of judgment in 
default of defence. hen is a defendant in default? It would 
be absurd to enter judgment in default of defence while a 
summons for directions is pending. But there is nothing to 
prevent it in the rules. If a defendant on the last day for 
defence issues a summons for directions, for the sole a of 
gaining time, will the plaintiff be still able to enter judgment 
in default, disregarding the summons for directions? We 
greatly doubt whether the rules for judgment in default of 
defence—one of the cheapest and most rapid of the methods for 
terminating actions on the Queen’s Bench side—will not be 
greatly injured in practice by the new order 30. At any rate, it 
is a pity this particular bearing of the last-named order was not 
carefully considered and provided for in the new rules. 

















RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURIS- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE. 


Dvrine the year now closing less than the average number of 
cases affecting the county courts have, we believe, been dis- 
posed of in the High Court. Most of them have, indeed, from 
time to time, received passing notice in these columns, but in 


the present article we propose, in accordance with our annual ; 


custom, to give a general and comprehensive review of them 
all. It will be convenient to deal, first, with those cases which 
concern the jurisdiction and powers of the county courts. Th 

are not very numerous. In Prangnell v. Prangnell (62 Ld. 
Q. B. D. 346) the equitable jurisdiction of the county courts, 
with regard to the administration of estates, was involved. 
The pecuniary limit of that jurisdiction is £500 (County Courts 
Act, 1888, s, 67), and, in cases where that limit is exceeded, 
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provision is made for the transfer of the action from the county 
court to the High Court by order of the county court judge 
(County Courts Act, 1888, s. 68). Obviously, however, an 
application to transfer an action upon any such ground should 
be made promptly. It was accordingly held in the High Court, 
in the case above mentioned, that where an estate exceeding 
£500 has been actually administered in a county court, and the 
estate finally wound up, there is a judicial discretion to refuse 
an order directing the matter to be reopened and the action 
transferred to the Chancery Division. In Aylesford v. Great 
Western Railway Co. (41 W. R. 42; 1892, 2 Q. B. 626) the 
jurisdiction of a county court judge, under ord. 25, r. 52, of 
the County Court Rules, 1889, was considered. That rule 
enables the county court judge, on the application of a party 
entitled to enforce a judgment or order for the recovery or 
payment of money, to order ‘the debtor” liable under it to be 
orally examined as to whether he has any debts owing to him, 
or any other property or means available for satisfying his 
liability thereunder. In the case referred to the sole question 
to be determined was whether a married woman is a “debtor” 
within the meaning of the above rule. It was held that this 
question must be answered in the affirmative, because, though 
a married woman is not a debtor for all p and in all 
senses, she is, undoubtedly, a debtor liable to the extent 
of her separate estate. The jurisdiction of a county court 
judge to deal summarily with the contempt of court created 
y the 26th section of the Solicitors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 
127), was under review in the case of Reg. v. Judge of the 
Brompton County Court (41 W. R. 648; 1893, 2 Q. B. 195). It 
was there held, affirming the decision of the court below, that 
a county court judge has no power, under the enactment last 
mentioned, to make an order committing to prison a person who 
has acted as a solicitor in a county court action without proper 
legal qualification, and that his jurisdiction to imprison for 
contempt is, by section 162 of the County Courts Act, 1868, 
confined to contempts committed in facie curiae, The circum- 
stances that will justify a county court judge in revoking a 
grant of letters of administration, in pursuance of the powers 
vested in him by the Probate Act, 1858, were considered in 
Copeland v. Sinister (41 W. R. 269; 1893, P. 16). In that case, 
a wife, who had been separated from her husband since 1863, 
died, in 1881, intestate. Thereupon the executors of her 
father’s will, without notice to the husband, took out letters of 
administration of her estate, in her maiden name, describing 
her as a spinster, though they knew of the marriage and that 
the husband was alive. The county court judge having come 
to the conclusion that, in the absence of fraud, he ought not to 
make the order prayed for, it was held, on appeal, that his 
decision must be reversed and that he had full power to grant 
the application made without requiring fraud to be established. 
The two remaining cases, affecting the jurisdiction and powers 
of the county courts, must now be briefly noticed. They both 
of them concern winding-up proceedings. In the case of Re 
Ilkley Hotel Co, (41 W. R. 639; 1893, 1 Q. B. 248) the facts 
were as follows :—Before the date of the presentation of a 
petition in the county court for the winding up of a company 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, s. 1, sub-section 
3, the manager of the company had transferred certain wine to a 
stranger. The county court judge thereupon made an order 
for the delivery up of the wine to the liquidator, upon 
the ground that, the manager having acted wltrd vires, 
the transfer was void. It was, however, held that this 
order must be set aside, because the judge had no juris- 
diction to decide a question as to the title to property which 
arose, prior to the date of the winding up, between the company 
and a stranger. In the case of Re Real Estates Co. (41 W. R. 
157; 1893, 1 Ch. 398) the opinion was expressed, though the 
point was not actually decided, that, notwithstanding rule 146 
of the County Court Rules, 1892, there is no power to transfer 
to the High Court from the City of London Court or from any 
county court the winding up of a society registered under the 
Building Societies Act, 1874. Such a society is certainly not 
within the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and can, it would 
seem, be wound up only in the county court (Re London and 
Suburban Bank, 40 W. R. 326 ; 1892, 1 Oh. 604), 


court gave rise to two decisions, during the t to which 
attention must now be called. In Re Real Estates Co. (supra) it 
was held that there is no power to transfer from the High Court . 
the winding up of a company to a county court which has been 
excluded by the Lord Chancellor from having jurisdiction under 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and that, therefore, 
there is no power to remit such a case to the City of London 
Court. In the case of Delobbel-Flipo v. Varty (1893, 1 Q. B. 
663) it was held that a counter-claim, even where, by reason of 
the original action having been stayed, it happens to be the 
sole matter remaining to be tried between the parties, is not an 
‘‘action”’ within section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and 
the High Court has, therefore, no power, under that section, to 
order it to be remitted for trial to the county court. Having 
regard to the language of the enactment under consideration 
this decision is, we venture to think, fully justified, and unlikely 
to be impugned hereafter. 

A case affecting county court officers and involving the inter- 
pretation of section 50 of the County Courts Act, 1888, must 
next be noticed. In Moore vy. High Bailiff of Brompton County 
Court (41 W. R. oe be was held that the seizure and sale by 
a county court high bailiff of the implements of trade belonging 
to an execution debtor in the process of levying execution under 
a judgment of the court, even though done wathionsy: and under 
a serious error of judgment, but without any wilful intent, is 
not ‘‘ misconduct,” within the meaning of the 50th section, and 
that, to constitute it, there must be, on the part of the high 
bailiff, an intentional abuse of the authority possessed by him. 
This decision, though perhaps not altogether satisfactory, is of 
considerable public importance, since it affords an interpretation, 
more or less correct, of an ill-drawn enactment, penal in its 
character, the scope and meaning of which are by no means 
clearly apparent. 

The oltect of payment of money into court, without deny- 
ing liability, under ord. 9, r. 11 (1), of the County Court 
Rules, 1889, was considered in Hennell v. Davis and Austin 
(41 W. R. 284; 1893, 1 Q. B. 367). There the action, which 
had been remitted from the High Court, was for work and 
labour as an engineer, the particulars of the plaintiff's claim 
comprising various items. e defendants having paid money 
into court without a denial of liability, and without specify- 


ing any items as being those in res of which the payment 
was made, it was held that they had thereby admitted « 


cause of action, but not that something was due from them on 
every item of the account. This decision appears to be in accord- 
ance with the principles laid down in Kingham v. Robins (5 M. & 
W. 94) and in Steavenson vy. Corporation of Berwick (1 Q. B. 154). 
We will now consider several cases which relate to the rig 

and mode of appeal from the county court to the High Court. In 
The Recepta (41 W. R. 561) it was held that section 132 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which ides that, when the High 
Court, or a judge thereof, shall have refused to grant a writ of 
certiorari or prohibition to a court, no other court shall grant 
such writ, applied only to pag my 7 in the High Court, and 
did not prevent an ap to the Court of Appeal from the 
refusal of the High Court to t a writ of prohibition to a 
county court. It was also decided that a judge of the i 

Division has jurisdiction to grant a writ of prohibition, and that, 
therefore, where a judge of that division, while sitting in 
chambers in vacation to hear applications from all divisions of 
the High Court, has refused to grant a writ of prohibition 
to a county court in an admiralty cause, he is acting as a 
judge of the Admiralty Division, and, consequently, upon his 
certifying that he did not desire to have further argument 
in court, an @ will lie direct to the Court of Aone Se 
not to a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench Division. 
In Copeland vy. Sinister (41 W. R. 269; 1893, P. 16) the 
right of ap from the county court in probate cases was 
under consideration. It ee “ee _ 8 this rest though the 
point was not actually decided, rig ap in 
probate cases is not under the County Courts Act, Teh bes 
under the Court of Probate Acts, 1857 and 1858, and that, 
although section 11 of the Act of 1858 repeals section 54 of the 
Act of 1857, which confers the juri on the county courts, 
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and 1858 must be read together, and the appellate jurisdiction, 
under section 57 of the Act of 1557, remains. Generally 
speaking, the right of appeal from a county court is dependent 
on the production of the county court judge’s notes of the 
evidence taken beforehim. But by ord. 59, r. 8, of the Supreme 
Court Rules it is provided that on any motion by way of appeal 
from an inferior court, the court to which any such appeal may 
be brought shall have power, if the notes of the judge of such 
inferior court are not produced, to hear and determine such 
— upon any other evidence or statement of what occurred 
ore such judge which the court may deem sufficient. This 
rule has recently received a very liberal interpretation in the 
case of The Crescent (41 W.R. 533), where it was held by the 
Court of Appeal that when no note of what occurred in the 
county court has been taken, a divisional court has, upon 
appeal, jurisdiction to order that the witnesses of both parties 
ed and examined in the court below should be produced and 
examined on the hearing of the appeal; but that care ought 
always to be taken by the court to prevent fresh evidence 
being given, so that such appeal should not become practically a 
new trial. 
It is sometimes matter of doubt as to who is the proper person 
to serve with notice of appeal in county court cases. Two 
decisions have been given on this subject during the present 
= In Jackson v. Margrett (41 W. R. 267) it was held (fol- 
owing Powell v. Thomas, 39 W. R. 224; 1891, 1 Q. B. 97) that 
in appeals from county courts to divisional courts, where the 
solicitor for the respondent carries on business in the country, it 
is not sufficient that the notice of appeal should be served by the 
appellant, within the prescribed time, upon the London agent of 
the respondent’s country solicitor, but that such notice must be 
served, within the time limited, upon the respondent’s country 
solicitor. In Malley v. Shepley (41 W. R. 63) which was an 
action remitted from the High Court to the county court, though 
the original writ in the High Court gave the names and addresses 
of the country solicitor and of the London agent, the particulars 
subsequently lodged in the county court by the plaintiff con- 
tained the address of the country solicitor alone. Under these 
circumstances it was held, by the Queen’s Bench Division, that 
the address for service indorsed upon the plaintiff’s particulars 
was substituted for the addresses for service indorsed upon the 
writ, and that, therefore, the service of the notice of appeal upon 
the London «gent was bad. Considerable doubt has, for some 
time past, prevailed as to what is the proper mode of appeal from 
the county court, in those cases which are geverad by special 
statutes, which, in giving a right of appeal, expressly prescribe 
that it shall be by special case. Must the appellant, in such 
cases, proceed in the manner indicated by the special Act, or by 
notice of motion, as required by the Rules of the Supreme Court 
with regard to appeals from inferior courts to the High Court 
and by section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which 
makes these rules applicable to appeals from county courts? 


This question has already been discussed at length in these P 


columns (vol. 32, p. 334), and has, moreover, been considered 
in oe v. Kettle (17 Q. B. D. 761), and Wilkinson vy. Jagger (36 
W. B. 169, 20 Q. B. D. 423). It will, therefore, be sufficient 
here to state that the Court of Appeal have recently held, in the 
case of Kirkheaton District lead Dard v. Ainley & Son (41 
W. BR. 99; 1892, 2 Q. B. 274), that in all cases, whether under 
special Acts or otherwise, the proper mode of appeal from a 
county court to the High Court is by motion, and not by special 
case. 
As arule, there is no appeal in a county court case from the 
Divisional Court to the Court of Appeal except by leave. But it 
has now been held in the case of Zhe Dart (41 W. R. 153; 1893, 
P. 33) that where a Divisional Court of the Probate and Admi- 
ralty Division alters, on appeal, the judgment of a county court 
in an admiralty action, an appeal lies, without leave, from the 
j t of the Divisional Court to the Court of Appeal, not- 

i ing the repeal of section 10 of the County Courts Act, 
1875, by section 188 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The 
reasons for this decision, which depend upon a somewhat diffi- 
cult deduction from previous enactments, Save already been set 
forth at length in these columns (ante, vol. 37, p. 335), and need 
not, therefore, be recapitulated. 

The important subject of costs has given rise to three or four 





decisions, a consideration of which will fitly conclude the present 
article. As is generally known, the plaintiff, in an action of 
contract brought in the High Court, is not, asa rule, entitled 
to any costs if he recovers Jess than £20 (section 116 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888). It has recently been held, in the 
case of White v. Cohen (41 W. R. 396; 1893, 1 Q. B. 580), that 
this enactment applies to remitted actions as well as to those 
disposed of in the High Court, and that, therefore, where an 
action of contract for less than £50 is ar in the High 
Court and transferred to the county court, and less than £20 is 
recovered, the county court has no power to allow the plaintiff 
any costs of the action, notwithstanding the provisions as to 
costs contained in section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 
It sometimes happens, however, that a plaintiff may recover /ess 
than £20 in contract and yet be entitled to his costs. Such was 
the case in Goldhill v. Clarke (68 L. T. 414). There the action 
was on a contract to recover £175, and the plaintiff obtained 
a verdict for £76, subject to a set-off which was afterwards 
ascertained to be £63. Judgment having been given in plain- 
tiff’s favour for the difference between these two last-mentioned 
sums—namely, £12—it was held that, there being no admitted 
set-off between the parties, the action, having regard to the 
amount of the plaintiff’s claim, could not have been commenced 
in the county court, and that, therefore, section 116 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, did not operate to deprive the plaintiff of his 
costs. In the case of admiralty actions, which often involve 
grave considerations and complicated issues, the court possesses 
a very wide discretion with regard to costs where the amount 
recovered is under the county court limit of £300. In the case 
of The Saltburn (1892, P. 333) it was held that the discretion of 
the court in allowing or refusing costs in such cases depends 
upon whether, considering the facts and circumstances of the 
particular case, the plaintiffs have acted properly and reasonably 
in bringing their case in the High Court; and, considering the 
size of the vessels, the nature of the collision, the length of 
time the hearing lasted and the judgment pronounced, the case 
was a proper one to be tried in the High Court. The power to 
certify for costs on the High Court e, which is conferred by 
section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, is not, if seems, 
ssessed by an under-sheriff, before whom damages are assi 
in an action brought in the High Court under a judgment signed 
in default of pleading. This was held in the case of Cox v. Hill 
(67 L. T. 26) which decides that the power in question is exer- 
cisable only by the High Court, or a judge thereof. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
DESTRUCTION OF PAPERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—It seems to me that the proper course is, either to send the 
apers to the client, or to notify him that unless he wishes to have 
them handed over they will be destroyed. JouN H. KENIoN. 

14, North John-street, Liverpool, Dec. 19. 





THE LICENSING ACTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In reference to the case of Symons v. Wedmore [reported 
elsewhere], an inference might be drawn from it that a new tenant 
can obtain, as a matter of course, and without notice, the renewal 
of a licence formerly held by another. : 

We have no intention of unravelling what the Lord Chief Justice 
called the conflicting dicta in the cases, but it may be use 
to point out (1) that, notwithstanding the use of the word ‘‘ renewal” 
in this case, no licence can change hands, whether at an annual meet- 
ing or otherwise, except under the provisions of the 4th or 14th 
section of the Licensing Act of 1828; and (2) that it does not follow 
that justices cannot require reasonable notices to be given with a 
view to inquiries as to the incoming tenant’s character, as evidence of 
character is ——— required even in the case of “‘ protected” beer- 
shops such as that in the present case. On this point it will be ob- 
served that, in their written reasons, the justices did not state that no 
satisfactory evidence of character had been produced, and it must 
thevelove be assumed that it was forthcoming in some form. Had 


they been able to make, and made, that statement it might possibly 
have been held that in their discretion, and by analogy, they were 
justified in insisting on the same public notices being given as are re- 
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uired by statute on an ordinary transfer and lead to police inquiries, 
t should also be observed that in the case of Reg. v. Justices of Market 
Bosworth (57 L. T. 56), on the authority of which this case was decided, 
notices had necessarily been given. DING & BopKrn. 
23, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, W.C., Dec, 19. 





LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The system of registration appears to have already increased 
the expense of searches in conveyancing transactions by a Land 
Register search fee of five shillings on every transaction (to say 
nothing of, perhaps, an additional charge for the search), as it is now 
necessary to search the map of registered land at the registry to see 
whether the land which is bei ealt with has been registered ; for 
if the land is registered the vendor can give no title by his deeds. 

I shall be glad if any of your readers can throw any light on this 
point. Iam told the search is necessary, but conveyancing counsel 
never appear.to advise it. Has not some advertisement emanating 
from the registry warned the public as to the dangers of neglecting 
this search ? E. J. F. 

Dec. 19. 

[An advertisement to the effect referred to has repeatedly appeared 
in the Times. As to the necessity for the search, see observations in 
37 SoLiciToRs’ JOURNAL, p. 418.—Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 


Re MARTHA BAGGS (A PERSON OF UNSOUND MIND NOT 80 FOUND) 
—O. A. No. 2, 18th December. 


Lunatic—Person or Unsounp Mrxp not so Founp—Pegrson APPOINTED 
to ExErcisz PowERS or Committers or TENANT FoR Lire—Lvwnacy Act, 
1890 (53 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 116, 120, 128—Serrizp Lanp Acr (45 & 46 
Vicr. c. 38), ss. 53, 62. 


This was a summons taken out under the following circumstances : 
Martha Baggs being a person of unsound mind, not so found by inquisi- 
tion, was lawfully detained as a lunatic. Under a settlement of property, 
consisting of a leasehold house in a bad state of repair, she was tenant for 
life, with remainder to her children. The house could not be let, and the 
landlord was threatening proceedings for the ground-rent which was in 
arrear. The trustees of the settlement were ; the settlement con- 
tained a power to appoint new trustees, but no power of sale, This was 
an application under section 116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, for the sanction 
of the court to an order appointing the lunatic’s son to exercise the powers 
of a committee of her estate, and authorizing him to appoint new trustees 
and sell the property under the Settled Land Act as committee of the 
tenant for life. 

Tue Court (Linptey, A. L. Surrnu, and Davey, L.JJ.), however, dis- 
missed the application. The Lunacy Act, they , gave them power to 
do what would be beneficial to the lunatic with regard to her own 

roperty. Where a person was appointed under section 116 (2) of the 

unacy Act to exercise the powers of a committee of a tenant for life, 
there was nothing in the Settled Land Act which empowered the court to 
authorize him to exercise the powers of the tenant for life so as to sell the 
property. Neither was there any such power under the Lunacy Act. It 
was not within section 116 or 120 (a) or (4). An attempt had been made 
to shew that, by virtue of section 53 of the Settled Land Act, the tenant 
for life was a trustee within section 128 of the Lunacy Act, and that his 
committee could act under that section; but he was not really a trustee in 
that sense. The truth was that there was no power to do it, and the lady 
must be found a lunatic by inquisition before it could be done. Summons 
dismissed.—Counset, Bissell. Soxscrror, C. Etherington. 


{Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





Court of Appeal. 
Re ELCOM, LAYBORN v. GROVES-WRIGHT—No. 2, 13th December. 


Marriep Woman — Reverstonary Interest In Perrsonarty — Win. 
EXECUTED BEFORE 3lst or Decempsr, 1857—Copici EXECUTED AFTER 
—Mauins’ Act (20 & 21 Vier. c. 57). 


Appeal from a decision of Ohitty, J. (reported ante, p. 58, where the facts 
will be found sufficiently stated), declaring that Mrs. Fiamilton, a married 


woman, was not bound by a deed under which she had purported to | above the level 


exercise the power conferred by Malins’ Act, a re 
interest in sappsiods estate to which bayer Oh entiti 


The assignee a . 
Tue Cover pier, A. L. Surru, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. ; 
Erato L.J., said that the language of the Act was too si for | Soxicrronrs, 


the appellant, though there was no 


point to be decided was whether 
Salle’ te the prepress made 
after the 31st of December, 1857.” Tf ahe did, the assignment was good; 


aggregate of all her 
some purposes. But what was 


meaning, 

under any instrument made after the 31st of December, 1857”’ (excepting 
a marriage settlement)? ‘When was this will made so as to a 
for the purposes of Act? His lordship’s answer was, when the 
was first executed. fo be brought in, Bate Py DELO o Le ae 
though, if cases were to be brought in, Rolfe v. Perry (3 De G. J. & 8. 481 
was the nearest in point. 

A. L. Surrn and Davey, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsri, Byrne, Q.0., and 
Farley Vaughan Hawkins. Souscrrors, W. J. Fraser; G. Brown, Son, $ 
ariey, 


[Reported by Anrnuun Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law.| 


MARTIN v. PRICE—No. 2, 19th December. 


Insuncrion on Damaces—Jurispiction—Discretion—Lorp Carmns’ Act 
(21 & 22 Vicr. c, 27), 8s. 2—Ancrent Licgurs—Onsreuction. 
BE pretng wio decision of Kekewich, J. In this case a question was 
as = the — of the y Soy ge Ao an a 
y way of com an injury not yet committed, 
pres th and intended. The court, however, as may be seen from 
their judgment, declined to determine this . The material facts are 
as follows: the plaintiff was the lessee of remises in Temple-street, 
Biemingham, whith be bad sublet to vaceas Gnade Who cntased Ge 
same ; some of the windows in the plaintiff's Se cane tenia 


lordship, however, 
caused, bos ales fa sapect of tus penuible tabioe. tapery ected tell Mie 
caused, but ts) ury 4 
buildings of the defendant being carried to a a they had not 
yet reached, but which was contemplated ; and 
£120 as Bee 6 ee The plaintiff ap and 
contended, first, that the court no jurisdiction to award in 
lieu of an injunction, at least, so far as 
with the plaintiff's lights ; and, secondly, 

tion the case was not one in which the court, in the exercise of its discre- 
tion, ought to have awarded in lieu of injunction. 

Tue Covrr (Laxpiey, A. L. , and Davey, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a ° 

* pizy, L.J., said e question — the cae _ jurisdiction to 
award damages by way of compensa‘ or an injury 
but only threatened and intended was by no means free from difcaty 
On the one hand, the Court of Appeal, in Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Co, 
(43 Oh. D. 316), expressed a clear opinion the existence of such 
jurisdiction ; on the other hand, it had been very commonly assumed (and 
there were several observations by eminent i favouring the 
that there was such a jurisdiction; and in Holland v. Aart wlth R. 
749, 26 Ch. D. 578), the late Pearson, J., did award damages of an 
injunction which, if ted, would have been simply 

sense mani 5 uestion was one of — importance, 
their lordships did not think it right parties 

they made up their minds. If there 
appealed from was wrong. the j 
was of opinion that upon the facts of this case the 
an injunction to restrain the defendant 
than the old house. The learned j 
laintiff’s lights were ancient and that 
‘ound that the plaintiff had 
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the court to help the respondent unless they were obliged. The short 
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ALLEN v. ALLEN AND BELL—No. 2, 13th December. 


Divorcse—Wire’s Costs—Comparison or Hvusnanp’s AND WIPrk’sS RESPECs 
tive Incomes—Discretion—Rvies anp Recuations 1x Divorce anp 
Marermontat Cavses, nr. 158. 


This was an appeal by a husband from a decision of Barnes, J., order- 
ing, in consolidated actions by the husband and his wife respectively for a 
divorce, the husband to pay the wife’s taxed costs up to the time of 
setting down the cause and to pay into court or give security for future 
costs. The registrar had reported that the income of the husband was 
about £4,000 a year and the separate income of the wife about £280 a year, 
in addition to which ehe was, under an order of the court, allowed alimony 
from the husband, pendente lite, at the rate of £500a year. It did not 
appear in the registrar’s report, but it was admitted, that the capital 

resenting the wife’s £280 per annum (which capital amounted to some 

,900) belonged to the wife absolutely for her separate use. The report 
had stated that the wife’s costs already incurred amounted (subject to 
taxation) to £318, that £90 had been paid to her in respect thereof, and 
that probably further costs to the amount of about £50 would be incurred 
before trial; and the registrar had submitted that the husband should be 
ordered to a hey costs incurred and to pay or secure the costs of the 
hearing. Rule 158 of the Rules and Regulations in Divorce and Matri- 
monial Causes provides that, after directions given as to the mode of hear- 
ing or trial of & cause or in an earlier stage of a cause by order of the 
judge ordinary or of the registrars, a wife who is petitioner or has entered 
an appearance as respondent in a cause may file her bill or bills of costs 
for taxation as against her husband, and the registrar to whom such bills 
of costs are referred for taxation shall, when directions as to the mode of 
hearing or trial have been given, ascertain what is a sufficient sum of money 
to be paid into the registry or what is a sufficient security to be given by 
the husband to cover the costs of the wife of and incidental to the hearing 
of the cause, and shall thereupon issue an order upon the husband to pay 
or secure the said sum within a tithe to be fixed by the registrar; ‘‘ pro- 
vided that, in case the husband should by reason of his wife having separate 

roperty or for other reasons dispute her right to recover any costs pend- 

g suit against him, the registrar may suspend the order to pay the wife’s 
taxed costs or to pay or secure the sum ascertained to be sufficient 
to cover her costs of and incidental to the hearing of the cause 
for such length of time as shall seem to him necessary to enable the 
husband to obtain the decision of the court as to his liability.” It was 

mtended by counsel on behalf of the appellant husband that the registrar 

gone upon a wrong principle in taking into account a comparison of 

e respective means of the husband and of the wife, as the report shewed 
that he had done ; that the only question which he ought to have con- 
sidered was whether the wife’s separate estate was or was not sufficient to 
pay costs ; and that where, as here, the wife had a substantial capital sum 
at her own disposal, it was contrary to principle to compare the two 
incomes. For the wife, on the other hand, it was argued that it was 
impossible to shut out a comparison of incomes altogether, and that the 
order appealed from was a discretionary one, with which the court would 
not interfere. 

oat Court (Linpiey, A. L. Swirn, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lrxvtey, L.J., said it was according to the usual practice of the Divorce 
Court that the husband should put the wife in funds sufficient to enable 
her to defend herself in her suit. The registrar submitted, having regard 
to the alimony order for £500, and the wife having £280 a year of her own 
and the husband being well off, that the husband should be ordered to pay 
and secure the costs. The question depended on rule 158 of the Divorce 
Court. The practice by which a husband was bound to put his wife in funds 
to defend herself arose when all the wife’s personal property went to the 
husband. It was obvious that the judge must have a discretion as 
regarded the matter in question. Assuming, as his lordship would assume, 
that section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, did not apply, and that an 
a lay, still the order was a discretionary one, and the court ought not 
to interfere with it unless it was satisfied that the judge had gone upon a 
ee cere. or not taken into consideration matters which ought to 
have considered. The appellant said the judge had gone wrong on 
a. If Barnes, J., was not right in regarding the comparative 

of the husband and the wife the court might interfere, but the 
more his lordship considered the case the more he thought Barnes, J., 
was it, and for this reason. If the court were now to interfere with 
the a from about costs, it would indirectly be also interfering 
with the effect of the alimony order. That order did properly depend 
bog the ay oye relations of the respective incomes of the husband and 
ie, and if the order appealed from could not be altered without inter- 
fering with what was done by the alimony order, it must be right for the 
j , in making the order as to costs, to consider the comparative means 
of the husband and of the wife. The judge, in his lordship’s view, had 
not gone wrong on principle, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

A. L. Swurrn, L.J., concurred. e thought the words ‘‘ separate 
property’ in the rule must be read as saying “sufficient separate 
a snl having regard to all the wife’s circumstances. 

aveEY, L.J., also concurred.—Covunset, Lockwood, Q.C., and Searle; 
Lawson Walton, Q.C., and R. H. Pritchard. 
G. J. Simpson, Sheffield; F. A. K. Doyle. 


[Reported by Anruve Lawrencz, Barrister-at-Law. } 
JOHN FOSTER & SON (LIM.) v. THE COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUE—No. 2, 11th December. 


Revenve—Sramp Dvury—Conveyance orn Transrer on SALE—Prorrxry 
oy A Finm—Transrer To Company COMPOSED EXCLUSIVELY OF Memnens 


Soxicrtors, J. B. Roberts, for 








or THE Finm—Srtamp Acr, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c 97), 8. T1— 
ScHEDULE. 


Ap of Commissioners of Inland Revenue from the judgment of Cave 
aud Wright, JJ. (Wright, J., dissenting), dated the 12th of August, 1893 
(reported 37 Soxtcrrors’ Journnat, 719). On the 27th of November, 1891, 
a deed was executed by eight persons who had for many years carried on 
business under the firm of John Foster & Son, and a company incor- 
porated under the name of John Foster & Son (Limited). The company 
had been registered on the 11th of November, 1891, with a me oy of 
£360,000 divided into 21,000 preference shares of £10 each, and 15,000 
ordinary shares of £10, and debenture stock up to £240,000 was also to be 
created. One of the objects of the company was to acquire the business 
and property of the firm, and all the shares and debenture stock were 
allotted to the partners of the firm exclusively. The deed of the 27th of 
November, 1891, recited that all the partners in the firm were desirous 
that their partnership should be reconstructed as a company registered 
under the Companies Acts with limited liability, and had agreed that their 
partnership should be terminated, and that the whole of their undertaking, 
property, and liabilities should be transferred to a company to be formed 
of all the partners exclusively for the purpose of taking over the same, and 
that the whole of the shares and debenture stock of the company should be 
allotted to the partners in proportion to their shares in the ership estate. 
By the deed the partners conveyed and assigned to the company all the free- 
hold and leasehold property which had belonged to such partners, and also 
all the trade-marks registered in the name of or used by the partners in 
connection with their business. The value of the real estate conveyed 
by the deed was £140,000. The commissioners were of opinion that the 
deed was ‘‘a conveyance or transfer on sale” within the meaning of the 
schedule to the Stamp Act, 1870, and that it was chargeable with a duty 
of £700 at least, being the ad valorem duty of 5s. for every £50 on the said 
sum of £140,000, and also, by reference to section 8 of the Act and the 
schedule, with a duty of 10s. in respect of the other matter contained in 
the deed. The Divisional Court differed, Wright, J., held that the deed 
was @ conveyance or transfer on sale, and was chargeable with the ad 
valorem duty assessed by the commissioners, Cave, J., being of the con- 
trary opinion. Wright, J., asthe junior judge, withdrew his judgment, 
and the appeal of the company wasallowed. The commissioners appealed. 
It was contended on their behalf that the deed was a conveyance on sale, 
inasmuch as it transferred the property from the partners to the company, 
which was a separate entity, and that the consideration was the shares to be 
allotted to the partners. For the company it was contended that the 
transaction was not a sale, inasmuch as there were no contracting parties 
other than the eight partners, and no consideration except the property 
conveyed, without which the shares of the company would be valueless, 
and that it was merely a redistribution of property, and in substance a 
conveyance to a trustee for the benefit of the partners. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) allowed the Pp 

Linvtzy, L.J., said that, with great deference to Cave, J., he could not 
see any difficulty in the case. Section 71 of the Stamp Act provided that 
where the consideration or any part of it pote aj of any stock or 
marketable security the conveyance was to be charged with ad valorem 
duty in respect of the value of such {stock or security. That section was 
very important as shewing that there might be “‘ a conveyance on sale’’ 
within the Act although the consideration was not cash or money,but 
stock or other marketable security. There were here two parties to the 
deed—eight individuals and the corporation. Whether they were or were 
not the only members of the corporation it was a totally distinct entity 
from the individuals. The deed was obviously a conveyance of property. 
Tn order to amount to a conveyance there must be a person conveying and 
a person taking. What was the consideration for the transfer of the property ? 
Not money, but stocks and securities, which by section 71 must be treated 
as equivalent to money. What else could this be but ‘‘a conveyance on 
sale’? It was not a gift, an exchange, a partition, or a mortgage. It 
was certainly not a redistribution, but it wasan entire transfer of property 
from one set of persons to another. If it were a conveyance to a trustee 
upon trust for the partners there would be no money paid or stocks or 
securities given. It was said that the shares would be of no value unless 
the company got the property. That was true, for of course the shares 
would be of no value unless the company had assets. Cave, J., had 
attached too little importance to the fact that there was a distinct seller 
and a distinct buyer, and that in point of law it was immaterial that the 
buyer was a corporation which consisted entirely of the persons who were 
the vendors. ith all respect to Cave, J., the case was reasonably plain, 
and the appeal must be allowed. 

Kay an . L. Ssrra, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, Sir Charles 
Russell, A.G., Sir John Rigby, 8.G., and Danckwerts ; Finlay, Q.C., and 
A. R. Kirby ; Frank Evans. Souxtcrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; 
G. F. Hudson, Matthews, § Co. ; Woodcock, Rylands, § Foster, for Holden § 
Holden, Bolton. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SUDELEY AND BAINES & CO.’S CONTRACT; 2c SAME AND 
ILLUSTRATED LONDON NEWS CONTRACT — Chitty, J., 13th 
December. 


Wu1—Power or Sate—Dvration—Intention or TestTator. 


The above were summonses under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, 
for a declaration that a good title had not been shewn under the following 
circumstances :—A testator, who died in 1892, by his will, dated in 1874, 
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gave his residuary real and personal estate to trustees upon trust for 
certain persons during their lives, and, after the death of the survivor, 
amongst numerous beneficiaries, the division in the event being into 
eighth shares; and he authorized his trustees to sell (either - pub! 
auction or private contract), at such times as they should think fit, all or 
any portion of such real estate, and for that purpose he directed them to 
convey the same by deed to the purchasers thereof. The will also con- 
tained a receipt clause and a power of leasing. The testator’s widow, 
the last life tenant under the will, died in my 1893. In July, 1893, 
part of the residuary realty was offered for sale by auction by the trustees 
of the will, and the applicants were purchasers at the auction. 
question was whether the power of sale in the will had not expired — to 
the auction, by reason of the estate to which it applied having me 
absolutely vested in the beneficiaries in fee. The cases on which the 
argument mainly turned were Lantsbery v. Collier (4 W. R. 826, 2 K. & J. 
709), Peters v. Lewes and East Grinstead Railway Co. (in the Court of Appeal) 
(29 W. R. 874, 18 Oh. D. 429), and Re Cotton’s Trustees and School Board for 
London (30 W. R. 610, 19 Ch. D. 624). 

Currry, J., thought that the direction to the trustees to convey in the 
power of sale shewed that the legal estate was in them. Where there 
was no express limit of time for the exercise of a power in a deed or will, 
it was settled by Lantsbery v. Collier and other cases that the power could 
only be exercised while the purposes of the settlement remained un- 


| exhausted. In a strict settlement the power of sale was supported on 


the ground that the tenant in tail in ion could bar power. 
Where there was no estate tail the intention generally was that, when the 
beneficial interest in the fee had vested, the power was not to be exercis- 
able against the persons absolutely entitled; but the question was one 
of intention, and the court had to look through the t to 
ascertain whether the purposes were exhausted or not. In Peters v. 
Lewes and East Grinstead Railway Co. the power of sale was given to the 
trustees, who took the legal estate, for the express a of division, 
and Jessel, M.R., thought that the power did not determine on the death 
of the tenant for life, but was excercisable for a reasonable time after- 
wards for the purposes of division. Jessel, M.R., said that the trustees 
were bound to make a division within a reasonable time, and, therefore, 
the power of sale was also limited in the nature of the case to a reason- 
able time, and no one would say that twenty-one years was a reasonable 
time. Therefore it appeared to him that the power in that case would be 
valid. The Master of the Rolls also made the pertinent observation that 
it was more convenient to make a division by selling the property and 
dividing the money than by allotting undivided shares. This opinion of 
Jessel, M.R., was a dictum only, but his lordship saw no reason to think 
it incorrect. In Re Cotton’s Trustees and School Board for London the 
question. was whether a power of sale given to trustees for a limited time 
was exercisable after the property had absolutely vested, and it was 
treated as one of what the testator's intention was. There was no 
express direction that the power was to be exercised for the purposes of 
division in that case. The result of those two cases was that his lordship 
must examine the whole will to see whether the intention was that the 
power of sale should be exercised after the determination of the life 
estates for the purpose of division. His lordship, after going through 
the will, decided that there was such an intention manifested there. 
The result, therefore, was that the power of sale was still subsisting.— 
Counset, Farwell, Q.C., F. L. Wright, and Whiteway ; Byrne, Q C., and 
Sefton Strickland, Sortcrrors, Maddisons ; L. Basil Thomas; J. A. Bertram. 


{Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.} 


RAPLEY ». SMART—Chitty, J., 20th December. 


SLAUGHTER-HOUSE—OFPrENSIVE Bustngss—CovENANT—ACTION QUIA TIMET— 
INJUNCTION. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff to restrain the defendant in the above 
action from erecting a slaughter-house upon land in his occupation at 
Liphook, and from carrying on there the trade or business of a slaughter- 
house keeper or any other noxious, noisome, dangerous, or offensive trade 
or business. The land in question was admitted to be subject to a cove- 
nant rege: Bea carrying on upon the land of the business of a seller 
or retailer of r, wine, and spirits, or of a licensed victualler, or 
retailer of beer, or refreshment-house keeper, or any noxious, noisome, 
dangerous, or offensive trade or business. e covenant did not extend in 
terms to the business of a slaughter-house keeper. The defendant was a 
butcher, and proposed to erect a slaughter-house on the land. The site 
would, it ap , be within 150 feet of the house of the plaintiff, who is 
& builder. He contended that the ordinary use of the slaughter-house 
must prove offensive to the occupiers of all adjoining , and 
particularly to himself. The Public Health Act of 1875, ss. 112, 114, 
and the sections in pari materia of the Public Health Act of 1848, and the 
cases of Jones vy. Thorne (1 Barn. & Cress. 715), Gutteridge v. Munyard 
(7 ©. & P. 129), Walter v. Selfe (4 De G. & Sm. 315), Tod-Heatly v. Benham 
(37 W. R. 38, 40 Ch. D. 85), Withington Local Board v. Corporation of Man- 
chester (41 W.R. 306 ; 1893, 2 Ch. 19) were referred to, and Cleaver v. Bacon 
(4 Times L. R. 27), where the circumstances resembled those before the 
= and the decision was unfavourable to the present plaintiff’s con- 

ntion. 

Currry, J., said that the motion was founded on the covenant, and 
more particularly on the general words at the end. It was clear on the 
authorities that carrying on the business of a ter-house keeper was 
not, per se, carrying on an offensive business, see Jones v. Thorne, and the 
one to the jury of Tindal, 0.J., in Gutteridge v. Munyard (7 O. & P., at 
p. 132). In that case the business involved the slaughter of pigs and 
yor 6 and it was held that there was evidence to go to the jury. The 
application here was guia timet, There was no experience of the 


carrying on of the business on the~ 
from what the businees was as carried 
defendant was that it 


Levett, Q.C., and Carson; W. Clode. 
Murrough, for Mellersh, Godalming. 
(Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law,| 


The | p, FITTON’S ESTATE, HARDY v. FITTOW—Stirling, J., 14th December. 


Pracrice — Action — Furtuer Constmperation — Report or Orrictan 
Rererzre—No Morton to Vary—Evipence on which Rerort was 
pasep—R, S. C., XXXVI, 54. 


Festher condihonstitts «Son. sult. 22 8: 0eS under th 
Samuel Fitton, who died in February, 1 

legacy ueathed to her might be paid b the executors, as 
in the will, and that the partnersh formerly 
testator, so far as su , might 

wound up, and that so as necessary the 
estate might be administered 

the 12th of November, 1888, j 
1890, delivered in the action, ordering be 

into effect, and directing certain accounts and . On the 11th of 
July, 1892, these accounts and inquiries not ha wean Conavantey 
order was made, pursuant to the tration Act, 1889, to 
the official referee in rotation to inquire and report thereon. o aoe 
was made on the 24th of July, 1893, and filed on the 30th of 4 
1893. ‘The action now came on for further consideration. The defendant 
ae eer aes Pag ap of the official referee, in 
with ord. 36, r. 54, whic that where the report of 
has been made “‘in a cause or matter the further consideration 
has been adjourned, it shall be lawful for any party on the hearing 
further a beg ‘= of ‘; — on 
the court or a judge to adop’ report, or withou' ve 

or & oy Be give not less than four days’ 

with the er consideration to vary the report or to remit the 
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matter, or any part thereof, for or further consideration to 
the same or any other referee.’’ The tiff had given no notice of 
motion to vary the report or remit the matter for rehearing, and he now 
asked his lordshi to Ge Sanh he Sar ee ee into the 
evidence upon which the referee it. 

Srimuine, J., after pointing out that for two years the accounts and 
inquiries were pending in chambers without progress being made, and that 
the different stages of the action from its it to the of the 
official referee’s report had occupied nearly five P pm said it to him 
tnt he would be coneusping Ss 6 sera worst kind if he were to 
accede to the plaintiff's request. result would be that when the case 
was before the court upon the , and no notice Gnd it if ho objeoted 
to vary it, either party t the court to go behind it if he ob 
to the finding of the referee. That would be to defeat the object of the 
rules, which enabled the court to refer matters to the official referee, and 
he could not assent to its being done. His therefore held that as 


matters now stood the evidence which was before 

not be gone into at the instance of the plaintiff, but what he it do 
upon reading the report was another matter, as he had power to it 
either in whole or in part.—Counsri, Beale, Q. ae ; 
Hastings, Q.0., and A. Whitaker. Sorcrrons, H. EB. Moojen ; § 
Stephens, for J. Reed May, Macclesfield. 


(Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law, } 
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Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE LANDS ALLOTMENT CO. (LIM.)—Wright, J., 14th December. 
Comrpany—Wrixpinc vp—Drmercrors—LiAsILity OF FCR ALLEGED Mis- 

PEASANCE—STATUTE or Limrrations—Trvustes Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 

59), 8. 1, suR-sxcriun (3), 8. 8, suB-sEcTION (1) (aA) —Compantes (Wixpine- 

up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 63), s. 10. : 

In thle core commanens Ce nt eae ogee yn of the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, > uidator above-named 
com: , which was being up by the court, that it might be 
declared ‘that the estates of certain = of the 


were jointly and severally liable to make good to the assets 
company the sums of £35,000 and £5,200 improperly em ogee ee 
out of the m hE eg 3h? ye in the 
Buildings Securities Co. ( , With interest thereon, and of 
such sums with interest. The defence of the Statute of was 
relied on, raising the question whether directors are entitled as trustees to 
the benefit of the 


aaa (3) enh natn 
sub- on (3), 4 
ression ‘‘ trustee ’’ thus: ‘‘ For the of Act the 
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by the trustee, or previously received by the trustee and converted to his 
use, the following provisions shall apply :—(a) All mghts and privileges 
conferred by any Statute of Limitations shall be enjoyed in the like 
manner and to the like extent as they would have been enjoyed in such 
or other proceeding if the trustee or person claiming through him 
not been a trustee or person claiming through him.”’ In support of 
_——— it was argued that before the coming into force of section 
of Trustee Act, 1888 (i.e., January 1, 1890), the cases had decided 
.9-) Flitcroft’s case, 31 W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D. 519; Re Oxford Building 
iety, 35 W. BR. 116, 35 Ch. D. 502; Leeds Estate, Building, $c., Society v. 
Shepherd, 36 W. R. 323, 36 Ch. D. 787) that in claims in respect of mis- 
against directors under section 165 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
Serene rection to section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, were s in the nature of claims for breaches of trust, to 
which the directors could not claim the benefit of the Statutes of Limita- 
tion ; that directors were not within the definition clause of the Trustee 
Act, 1888; and that therefore the law under which they, as fiduciary 
agents, were disabled from pleading the Statutes of Limitation remained ; 
that all the cases decided under the Trustee Act, 1888, had been cases of 


Pare 


F 


trustees. 
Warent, J., in giving judgment, said that as regards the first summons 
the summons as to the £35,000) it must be dismissed with costs. The 
shortly were that the Allotment Co., of which the respondents were 
directors, had made advances to a Mr. Hobbs in respect of which he owed 
£35,000. The Buildings, &c., Co. had been formed to take over his busi- 
ness which would have to pay this sum to the Allotment Co. For purposes 
of business convenience of both companies it was proposed that the 
, &c., Co. should hand over shares in their company to the Allot- 
ment Co., and that the liability of Hobbs should be treated as extinguished. 
There was no evidence to shew that the respondents did not think that the 
arrangement was an excellent one from a business point of view, or that 
there was any concealment. He was of opinion that it was wlird vires of 
the Allotment Co. to put any of their capital into a company trading for 
foreign to the purposes of the Allotment Co., and there was 
in the memorandum of association of the Allotment Co. to justify 
it. Then the respondents said that they were saved by the Trustee Act, 
1888. They said that assuming that they were trustees they were saved 
by that Act. No decision on this point had been cited. A dase of 
ign Life Assurance Co. v. Wilmot before Chitty, J. (37 Soxicrrons’ 
Jovrnat, 581, 9 T, L. R. 525), had been mentioned, but in that case 
Chitty, J., did not decide the point which was one of the greatest im- 
portance which must be decided by the Court of Appeal. According to 
the inclination of his opinion the only persons who were within the Act 
of 1888 were those who in contemplation of law or equity were trustees, 
and he doubted whether the Act applied to directors gud directors. But 
even if position of a trustee was not the exact position of a director the 
courts had under section 165 of the Companies Act, 1862, and section 10 of 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, repeatedly held that directors 
were taken out of the benefit of the Statutes of Limitation by reason of 
wing been guilty of a breach of duty, and had held them liable. 
If they were deprived of the benefit of pleading the Statutes of Limitation 
before the Act of 1888, because their position was like that of trustees, in 
his opinion they » —~ to have the same protection which the Act of 1888 
gave to trustees. Since, then, their liability depended on their being 
somewhat assimilated to trustees, it would be wrong to hold them entitled 
to less protection than that which would have been afforded to them if 
been ordinary trustees. If they had been ordinary trustees they 
would, after the time which had elapsed, have been only liable if the claim 
was founded “ upon any fraud or fraudulent breach of trust to which the 
trustee was party or privy.’’ There was no evidence that they were dis- 
eé ground of “‘ fraud or fraudulent breach of truset.’’ It 
well be, if he were right in saying that directors were nearly 
to trustees, that they might be disentitled to protection by 
something less than that which was required in the case of an ordinary 
trustee, but he did not wish to decide that point. He was satisfied that 
there had been neither fraud nor negligence. The directors might have 
it themselves justified in acting on a power p rted to be given 
by articles; they were advised by a solicitor. The first summons 
would therefore be dismissed, with costs. As to the second summons, two 
of the directors were liable because what had been done was ultra vires, 


g 


; 


Limitation, but two of the respondents had only attended a meeting at 
which the minutes of a former meeting, when the transaction complained of 
had been resolved on, had been affirmed, and as against them the second 
summons must be dismissed, but without costse.—CounsrL, Finlay, Q.C., 
B. G. Fort, and Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins ; 
Farwell, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis; Houghton, Ingpen, Woodfall, Marshall 
Hall, and E. C. Moore. Souicrrons, Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle ; Beaumont § 
igden ; A. F. Church ; E. C. Rawlings; W. D. Cunningham ; Snow, Snow, 
¢ Foz ; Linklaters. 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ALUMINIUM CO. (LIM.)—Wright, J., 21st December. 


Company—Repucrion or Caprrat—Petition—Titie or—CoNnrirMATION BY 
tus Covet—Jvaispicriox—Comrantes Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 131), 
ss. 9, 11, 12—Compantes (Wixvixa-vr) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 63), 


by 


ss. 1, 2, 32, sun-sections (2), 33—Oxpens or Marcu 26, 1892, anp 

Novemerr 7, 1 

This was a for the confirmation by the court of a special resolu- 
tien which for reduction of capital. The p tition was 
intituled “in the Court of Justice, Chancery Division,’”’ and in the 


matter of the company and the Companies Acts, 1867 and 1877. The 





tition came before Wright, J., sitting as additional ju of the 
Chanosty Division for the purpose of the jurisdiction of 
the High Court under the pe gre (eer ct, 1890, b 
virtue of the order of the Lord Chancellor of November 7, 1893, 
in the absence of Vaughan Williams, J., on circuit. At the hearing 
of the petition Wright, J., said it had been to him that his 
jurisdiction in matters of reduction of capital was derived from the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and the petition ought con- 
7 to have been intituled in that Act as well as in the Acts of 1867 
and 1877. On behalf of the petitioners it was said that under the General 
Order of 1868 (rule 2) a petition for confirmation of reduction of capital 
was to be intituled in the matter of the Companies Act, 1867, and of the 
paces wf in question, and the title of the Companies Act, 1862, was not 
required, therefore the jurisdiction of the court was thus derived under 
that Act as much as now under the Act of 1890. 

Wraicut, J., said he had consulted Vaughan Williams, J., on the sub- 
ject, and he agreed that he and Vaughan Williams, J., had only jurisdic- 
tion under the Act of 1890, so the petition must be amended and intituled 
in the matter of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. He added that, 
in view of the differences of opinion that there had been as to the jurisdic- 
tion in these matters, he had come to the conclusion, after consulta- 
tion with Vaughan Williams, J., that he, while si! as the judge deal- 
ing with the winding up of companies, had j ction equally with 
Vaughan Williams, J., to entertain the petition, and that appeared from 
the decision in the cases of Re Ocean Queen Steamship Co. (41 W. R. 570; 
1893, 2 Ch. 666) and Re Mining Shares Investment Co. (41 W. R. 376 ; 1893, 2 
Ch. 660).—CovunseL, Hamilton. Soxtcrrors, Baker, Blaker, § Hawes. 

(Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. TANKARD—C. ©. R., 16th December. 


Carmina, Law — EmMBEzzLEMENT — MoNEYS BELONGING TO AN ASSOCIATION 
PROHIBITED BY THE Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 4. 


The poe was convicted at the Bradford Quarter Sessions of the 
embezzlement of certain moneys the property of a number of beneficial 
owners called the Bowling Feast Club. he club was an association of 
some thirty ms, of whom the prisoner wasone. It was a that 
the club with its members in coal and cloth, from which trading 
profits were made, and that profits were also derived from fines paid by 
the members and interest upon loans to them, and that all such profits 
and the subscriptions were divided annually amongst all the members. 
The prisoner was treasurer of the club and had received moneys on 
account of the club, which he had misappropriated. A point was raised 
on behalf of the prisoner that he could not be convicted of any offence 
under the indictment, on the ground that the club in which the property 
was laid was an illegal association under section 4 of the Companies Act, 
1862, and was incapable of holding any property, and had no existence in 
law. That section provides that ‘‘ no company, association, or partnership 
consisting of more than twenty persons shall be formed after the com- 
mencement of this Act for the a of carrying on any other business ”’’ 
(i.e., other than banking, which is dealt with in the earlier part of the 
section) ‘‘ that has for its object the acquisition of gain by the company, 
association, or partners, or by the individual members thereof, unless it is 
registered as a company under this Act, or,’’ &c. This case was stated 
for the opinion of the court upon the point raised. The following cases 
were cited :—Jennings v. Hammond (9 Q. B. D. 225) ; Shaw v. Benson (11 Q. 
B. D. 563); Reg. v. Stainer (39 L. J. M. C. 54); Tenant v. Elliott (1 B. & 
P. 3); Re Padstow Total Loss and Collision Assurance Association (20 Ch. D. 
137); R. v. Hunt (8 C. & P. 642); R. v. Boulton (5 C. & P. 537). 

Lord Cotznipce, C.J.—This is an indictment under section 1 of 31 & 32 
Vict. c. 116, which enacts that ‘if any pores being a member of any 
co-partnership or being one of two or more ficial owners of any money, 
&c., shall steal or embezzle any such money, &c., of or ing to any 
such co-partnership, or to such joint beneficial owners,”’ he shall be liable 
to be convicted as if he were not a member of such co-partnership or one 
of such beneficial owners. It would almost seem as if that Act been 


passed to prevent an objection of this kind being made. Here a number 
of persons have joined —o for a purpose w: is not criminal, but 
has not been legalized. They are not a company or a co-partnership, but 


they are, nevertheless, beneficial owners, and it appears that the aay | 
here was laid in ‘‘a number of beneficial owners called the ame | ‘east 
Club.’’ The club has no legal existence apart from the individual exist- 
ence of the members, but it would be manifestly untrue to say that the 
members have no existence as beneficial owners. Before the 
legalization of trades unions it was decided that ye | might be laid 
in a trades union, its objects not being criminal. It to be admitted 
by counsel on behalf of pod pwc a that if this indictment could not be 
supported the property would belong to no one at all, and anyone might 

it with impunity. To state such a proposition is to answer it. is 
conviction must be affirmed. 

Maruew, Granruam, Lawrance, and Corus, JJ., agreed. Oonviction 
affirmed.—Covunszt, 7. R. D. Wright; Walter Beverley. Soxicrrors, M. 
Banks Newell, Bradford ; The Solicitor to the Treasury. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Ditu, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. TYRELL—C. C. R., 16th December. 


CrmanaL Law—Carnat Knowiepcre or Giet unprer Sixreen—Arpine 
anp Asetrinc—Inpicraniuity or Girt—Crmiat Law AmenpMeEnt Act, 
1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 69). 


In this case the prisoner, a girl of the ageof thirteen years and eight months, 





\ mone ee 
’ wer 


he are &: hs a oe ie be fie ee ee ce ck as 


ZSSS2e_ 8°8ererseagey oof 


ae 


PEETESE 








eae" VS ore re ad 


~_e © 


~ 


@ama-rqQafyfFhte  "*"* 


NG 
T, 





Dec. 23; 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 38.] 131. 








was indicted at the Central Criminal Court for aiding and samy em 
also for soliciting and inciting to the commission by a boy of an 

under section 5 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885. The evidence 
for the prosecution proved conclusively that the prisoner aided and abetted 
and solicited and incited the boy to have unlawful carnal connection with 
her, and she was convicted. The commissioner stated this case for the 
opinion of the court upon the question whether it is an offence for a girl 
between thirteen and sixteen years of age to aid and abet or to solicit and 
incite a male person to commit upon her a misdemeanour under the section 
referred to. It was argued for the prisoner that no person could be pro- 
secuted for aiding and abetting the commission of a crime against himself, 
and that the charge of incitement stood or fell with the charge of aiding 
and abetting; also, that the Act of 1885 was — for the protection of 
girls and aimed at punishing male persons only. 

Tur Covrr (Lord OCorzrines, U.J., and Maruew, Grantuam, Law- 
rANcE, and Coiuims, JJ.) held that young girls who, by virtue of section 5 
of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, were deemed to be incapable 
of giving their consent to the commission of the misdemeanour could not 
be prosecuted for aiding and abetting or soliciting or procuring the com- 
mission of that misdemeanour. Conviction quashed.—Counszet, Clarke 
Hall and Campbell ; Hutton. Soxtcrrors, Crawshaw § Co. ; Moreton Phillips. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG. v. STUART—O. C. R., 16th December. 


CammmnaL LAw—EmpezzLeMent—Prisoner Servant AND Drrgcror or 
ComMPany. 


The prisoner was convicted at the North London Quarter Sessions of 
having when employed in the capacity of a servant to a limited company 
embezzled the money of the company. It was proved that the prisoner 
was employed under an agreement by the company with him to manage 
the advertisement business of the company and collect moneys due to 
them and to pay moneys over to the company’s cashier, and that be had 
failed to account for certain moneys so received by him. It was also 
proved that he was a shareholder and a director of the company, and that 
he had power to vote as a director upon questions of his own salary and 
duties. On these facts it was contended on behalf of the prisoner that 
his position and powers as a director were inconsistent with his being a 
person employed in the capacity of cervant to the company within the 
meaning of section 68 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96. The deputy-chairman held 
that the prisoner’s appointment as servant was a distinct and separate 
office from his duties as a director, and that he could be convicted of 
embezzling the moneys of the company, but he reserved the point for the 
consideration of the court. 2. ¥. Waite (2 Cox C0. C. 245), 2. v. Tatts (4 
Cox C. C. 169), and R. v. Woolley (4 Cox C. C. 255) were cited. 

Lord Cotzriper, C.J.—It appears to me-that this case was properly left 
to the jury. It is true that the same person filled the two capacities of 
director and servant of the company. He received the money in his 
id of servant and mizappropriated it. I think the conviction must 
stand. 


Maruew, Grantuam, Lawrance, and Cot.is, JJ., concurred. Con- 
viction affirmed.—Counse., Warburton; Muir. Soxtcrrors, W. H. Arm- 
strong ; Wilson §& Wallis. 

[Reported by T. RB. C. Druu, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


BOWEN v. ANDERSON—16th December. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—WeEEKLY TxeNANCY—NeEcgEssiry ror Notice To 
Derermine—Liasitity or LANDLORD FOR INJURY CAUSED BY DEFECTIVE 
STATE OF PREMISES. 


This was an we by the defendant from the Salford County Court. 
The action was brought to recover damages for injuries sustained by the 
plaintiff through a —_ over a coal cellar giving way when the plaintiff 
trod vs it. The defendant was the landlord of the house to which the 
cellar belonged ; the house was let on a weekly tenancy, the tenant at the 
time of the accident having been in occupation about four years. There 
was a conflict of evidence as to whether the accident was caused by the 
negligence of the tenant in not making use of the means provided by the 
defendant for securing the plate or whether it was due to a defect in the 
flag in which the plate was fixed. The defendant admitted that there was 
negligence, but contended that it was the negligence of the tenant. The 
county court judge held, on the authority of Sandford v. Clarke * 
Q. B. D. 398), that the defendant was liable, and directed a verdict to 
entered for the plaintiff for the amount of damages which had been agreed 
upon. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Wiis and Coxiis, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wns, J., said that there must be a new trial. It was @ question for 
the iy, whether the accident was caused by a structural t existing 
at the time of the original letting, for which the landlord would be liable, 
or whether it was caused by a defect in the management of the plate due 
to the negligence of the tenant. With regard to the case of Sandford v. 
Clarke, although the decision was right, the reasons on which the decision 
was based were Wrong. There was in that case ample evidence that the 
defect was structural and had existed at the time the tenancy was created 
and therefore the landlord was ape held liable. But the actual ground 
on which Sandford v. Clarke was decided was that a weekly tenancy came 
to an end at the end of each week without any notice, and that there had 
been a reletting after the defect occurred. That was an error which arose 
from the case of Jones v. Mills (10 O, B. N. 8. 788) not having been 
brought to the attention of the court in Sandford v. Clarke. It was clear 
from Jones v. Mills that some notice was to determine a weekly 


(though the court in Jones v. Mills were not unanimous as to 
what the notice should be), and that the continuance of the tenancy on the 


on. of each week did not render the landlord liable for defects then 

as he would have been if there had been a reletting. 
Cotins, J., concurred. allowed.—Counsst, Le Riche ; Carver. 
Soxtcrrors, Victor Thomasset, Joseph Sim, Manchester; J. H. 


Manchester. 
(Reported by F. O, Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law.} 


SYMONS v. WEDMORE—12th December. %. 


Licenstnc Actrs—Brgrnovss Licensgp ON AND BEFORE Ist or May, 1869 
—ApPpLicaTion FoR RENEWAL BY Pgrson not LIcENSED IN RESPECT OF 
THat Hovse—Wrxz AND Bursrnovse Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 27), 
ss. 7, 19—Licensine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. co. 94), ss. 42, 53. 


Case stated by the justices of Bristol. Feet = 
alleged new tenant and occupier of the Bird in Hand 

street, Bristol, against the of the licensing justices to renew to him 
the Hnenee of St Setey os ie ena ourned general annual 
licensing meeting for Bristol on the 27th of last. The Bird in 
Hand was a beerhouse licensed at the 

for Bristol on the 24th of August, 1892, and had been so licensed, 


the licence having ever 


i 


: 
i 
é 
Er 


ing it was proved and admitted that M’Grath did not reside at the Bird 
in Hand but in another house, in another district. The licensing 
justices refused to renew, and informed M’Grath in wri 


were 

requested to adjourn the consideration renewal to the adjourned 
general annual 
quarter sessions nor ask for any case to be stated. On the 
cohen an bated at Gyutes te ube, onanienh ensegier sf toe Bunt te 
cation on 4 new 
Hand, for the renewal to him ot the On .. - 
at the adjourned meeting es ae eee a 
Sloane te & ons as tenant SGbcatsn one m t for a yearly 
tenancy w was uced. No ob was to the character of 
the applicant, but the justices were 
The house had been closed to 
no ele 0 eee ene was then in 
reg oy on of the justices it was not a house in w 
sale of in fact existed and was ‘in ‘ 
James (1892, 2 Q. B. 428) was cited, and the justices considered that 
the epptients wae Seo gis ee ee eee 
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reasons as oa 
‘© (1) We have already, for good reasons then given, refused to renew the 
licence at the coin the 
owner to adjourn the matter, consequently we consider 

have 


a tion of 

pore (a) The 
(3) No proper been served or 
is not ‘the ‘Hoemeed person.’ ”? The jaslcon sens’ tate cove the 
opinion of the court w 
J 
the aj t that a renewal could be to a perron who 
east te suapant ef tae pocuienn, sak Wat 
7 of the Wine and Beerhouse Act, i 
The Justices of Liverpool (11 Q. B. D. 638), R. v. Thomas (1892, 1 Q. B. 426) 
Baldwin v. The Justices of Dover (1892, 2 Q. B. 421), R. v. Powell 3 
Q. B. 693), R. v. The Licensing Justices of Market Bosworth (57 L. T. 56), amd 
R. v. The Justices of Osgoldeross (62 L. T. 112) were cited. 
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the Court of Appeal, but we must 

which are before us. I think much may be said in favour of the view that 
the appellant was not eulied #9 gta Se Geass oe a renewal. Bat 
as I understand the decision in R. v. The Ji of Liverpool, the law is that 
where  Noenaed pevbes geen ot of conapaten of ts eee Jee 
and they cease to as licensed premises, yet a person who applies 
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think that the appellant here was entitled to stand in the position in which 
M’Grath would have stood if he had not given up the licence, and that he 
was therefore entitled to apply for a renewal to himself. It follows that 
the justices — to have heard the application upon its merits, and as 
they have not done so it must be remitted to them. 


Couurns, J.—I am of the same opinion. The justices held that Symons 
was not in a position to ask for a renewal of this licence because he was 
not himself a licensed person. I am of opinion, upon the authority of 
R. v. The Justices of Liverpool and subsequent cases, that they were wrong. 
R. v. Thomas is identical in its facts with this case, and the decision is in 
— and binding upon us unless it is inconsistent with any decision of 

e Court of Appeal. In that case the — which is raised here was not 
fully argued, but the court could not have decided as they did without 
deciding this _ either consciously or unconsciously. Again, the case 
of R. v. The Justices of Market Bosworth is precisely in point, and there also 
the court held, on the authority of R. v. The Justices of Liverpool, that the 
application was for a renewal. But it is said that the Liverpool case is no 
longer law, or at least that the decision is explained and limited by the 
later pe ey of the Court of Appeal in Price v. James. I think that we 
are bo’ by the direct decision in the earlier case rather than by the 
remarks e in a later case by a member of the court in explanation of 
his own judgment. The appellant in the Liverpool case was in exactly the 
same — as Symons, and the court held that she was ‘‘a person who 
could have made an application for a renewal of the licence.”? I think 
that every word of the opening sentences of the judgment of the Master of 
the Rolls in that case apply to the present case. The actual decision in 
Price v, James does not touch the point, and it was not necessary to that 
decision to alter anything that was said in the Liverpool case. I cannot 
think that that decision has been altered by Price v. James. For these 
reasons I feel that the cases have settled this question, so far, at least, as 
this court is concerned. Had the question been open I might have yielded 
to the argument for the respondent here ; but I agree with the Lord Chief 
Justice on the authority of the decided cases.—Covunset, J. Paterson ; 
Alderson Foote. Soutcrrors, Darley § Cumberland, for Clifton, Carter, § Co., 
Bristol ; J. Holmes Gore, Bristol. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dixit, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
PONSFORD v. NEWPORT SCHOOL BOARD—North, J., 8th November. 


Burra, Grounp—"‘Ser apart ror InrermMeNnts’’—MeETROPOLITAN OPEN 
Spaces Act, 1881—Drisusep Burran Grovunps Act, 1884, s. 3—OpEn 
Spaces Act, 1887, s. 4. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act by the New- 
port School District School Board, as purchasers under a contract, for the 
determination of the question whether certain land agreed to be pur- 
chased by the board was a disused burial ground, and therefore incapable 
of being used for building purposes. In 1842 a piece of ground, subse- 

uently known as the ‘‘Old Cemetery,’’ was conveyed to the Newport 
Co. The vendor was now the owner of nearly one-half of the 
said piece of und. This portion had never been actually used for 
interments, and on a plan put in was coloured green, the remaining part, 
which had been used for interments, being coloured blue. In 1878, under an 
Order in Council, burials were ordered to be discontinued in the ‘‘ Old 
Cemetery.”’ In 1887 a wall was erected between the green and blue por- 
tions, but until then they were in no way separated from each other, and 
were enclosed within one fence. In 1890, under another Order in Council, 
burials were ordered to be discontinued in the ‘‘ Old Cemetery’’ with the 
of the portion “ distinguished on the plan by a green colour.’’ 
etropolitan Open Spaces Act, 1881, s. 1, provides that ‘‘the term 
ground’ shall include any ground, whether consecrated or not, 
which has been at any time set apart for a of interment, and in 
which interments have taken place since 1800.” The Disused Burial 
Grounds Act, 1884, s. 3, provides that ‘‘ it shall not be lawful to erect any 
upon any disused burial ground,’’ except as therein provided. 
ees Act, 1887, s. 4, provides that the expression ‘* burial 
” shall have the same meaning in the Disused Burial Grounds Act 
884 as in the Metropolitan Open Spaces Act of 1881, and that ‘‘ the 
* disused burial ground’ shall mean any burial ground which 
is no longer used for interments, whether or not such ground shall have 
been partially or wholly closed for burials under any Order in Council 
- .” It was contended for the vendor that the portion of ground 
green on the plan had never been ‘‘set apart for interments”’ 
within the meaning of the Acts, and could not be considered, therefore, to 
be a disused ground. 

Nortu, J.—I do not think the conveyance to the burial company was in 
iteelf sufficient to make the land conveyed ‘‘ set apart for interments”’ 
within the Acts ; but it is admitted that the plots marked green and blu 

of one piece of ground known as the ‘‘ Old Cemetery.’’ Until 
the green and blue plots were in no way separate, and together 
formed one entire enclosed piece of land. Then, in addition, I take it as 
one that the whole enclosed yas ok grey and blue, were always kept 


and the green was never suffi 
distinguished from the blue till 1887. The user of the ground as a ceme- 
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the green, and in the order of 1890 closing the ‘‘ Old Cemetery ”’ excepting 
the green it is taken for granted that those words ‘‘Old Cemetery’’ in- 
cluded the green and blue. With regard to the language of the Acts 
there is no difficulty. The green piece has clearly been a burial ground 
within the meaning of the Acts, for it has been ‘‘set apart for inter- 
ments,’ and it is now a disused burial ground with respect to which a 
discontinuing order has been made. It therefore cannot be used for 
building purposes by virtue of section 4 of the Act of 1884.—CounsgL, 
Ford ; Baithache. Sourcrrons, Daubeny § Mead ; Warriner § Kinch. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HARBIN v. MASTERMAN—Stirling, J., 29th November. 


Witt — Resrpvary Bravest — ANNuUITIES — DiIREcTION TO ACCUMULATE 
Surptus Income—Tuettvsson Act—Guirt To CHARITIES TO TAKE EFFECT 
at A Future Towe—lInresracy. 


This was a petition for the payment out of certain moneys in court. 
John Francis Duncan, who died on the Ist of January, 1865, by his will, 
dated in 1860, bequeathed the residue of his personal estate to trustees 
upon trust to pay out of the annual income certain annuities, but in case 
the annual income should not be sufficient for the payment of the whole of 
the annuities, he directed his trustees to apportion the same among the 
annuitants rateably ; and upon further trust to invest the surplus income 
and after the decease of the survivor of the annuitants to sell and convert 
into money the investments and accumulations, and stand possessed of the 
proceeds in trust to pay and divide the same into the five public charities 
thereinafter named according to the amounts (£100) in each case eet after 
their names. The following were the charities :—London Orphan Asylum, 
Royal Free —— Carey-street Dispensary, King’s College Hospital, 
and the National Hospital for the Relief and Cure of the Paralyzed and 
Epileptic. A suit was instituted by the trustees in April, 1865, for admin- 
istration of the testator’s estate, and the chief clerk found that the 
residuary pure aw was over £25,000 after providing for the 
annuities, and that the testator had not at his death any next of kin. 
Wickens, V.C. (reported 19 W. R. 1053, L. R. 12 Eq. 559), decided that 
the five charities were entitled to the whole of the residuary pure per- 
sonalty, subject to the annuities, in equal shares, and to the accumula- 
tions during the period of twenty-one years from the death of the testator, 
but that they were not entitled to have the accumulations stopped and paid 
at once, as would have been the case if the legatees had been private 
individuals. Next of kin of the testator had since been discovered, and 
they now presented this petition for the payment out to them of the 
accumulations which might accrue between the expiration of twenty-one 
years from the Ist of January, 1865, when the testator died, and the death 
of the last surviving annuitant. It was contended on their behalf that 
there was no disposition of the accumulations during that interval, and 
that there was, consequently, to that extent an intestacy. Weatherall v. 
Thorniurgh (26 W. R. 593, 8 Ch. D. 261) was relied on. It was, on the 
other hand, contended that the charities, which were all incorporated, 
were in the same position as private individuals, who would under similar 
circumstances be entitled to the accumulations, and that the doctrine 
of Saunders v. Vautier (Cr. & Ph. 240) was as fully applicable to charities 
as to individuals. 

Srraiine, J., said it was not necessary for him to enter into the con- 
sideration of the gift to the charities, because Wickens, V.C., had declared 
in this very action that the five charities were entitled to the residuary 
personal estate in equal shares. The annuitants had nointerest whatever 
given them in accumulations of the surplus income, and could not resort to 
them to make up any deficiency in their annuities. The accumulations 
were simply directed for the benefit of the five charities, with a direction 
that they were not to be paid until the death of the last surviving 
annuitant. If, instead of giving the accumulations to the charities, the 
testator had given them to private individuals it seemed to him that 
Saunders v. Vautier would have applied, and that in each year in which 
there was any surplus income the individuals would have been entitled to 
come and ask that the surplus, instead of being accumulated for their 
benefit until the death of the last annuitant, should be paid over to them at 
once. The Vice-Chancellor did not, he thought, in this case intend to 
finally decide that tke doctrine of Saunders v. Vautier did not apply to 
charities, but he did undoubtedly intimate that the point was worthy of 
discussion. His lordship could not see why the principle upon which the 
decision in Saunders v Vautier was based should not equally apply to 
charities. It was, however, of the essence of his decision in the present 
case that the annuitants had no interest directly or indirectly in the surplus 
income, for if they would eo benefit by the accumulations the doctrine of 
Saunders v. Vautier would not appl , inasmuch as the benefit of the 
accumulation would not be wy A ‘or the persons to whom the fund would 
ultimately go. The next of consequently were not entitled to the 
accumulations which they claimed.—Covunsz1, Ribton and Barling ; Hadley ; 
Dickinson; H. Fellows; Buckley, Q.C., and J. P. Napier. Soxtcrrors, 
Hood, Barrs, & Co. ; Gadsden § Treherne ; Winter § Co. ; Hyde, Tandy, Mahon, 
§ Sayer ; Bower, Cotten, & Bower. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.] 





We understand that there is now in the press ‘‘ Addenda et Corrigenda’’ 
for the Annual Practice, 1894, giving the whole of the new rules of 1893 
and alterations of notes necessitated thereby. The work will be of uniform 
size with the Annual Practice, and will be printed only on one side, giving 
the page in the Annual Practice, 1894, directions what to strike out 
and with new notes to paste into the opening or over the note struck out. 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 

eeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, a special general meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the hall of the soclety on the 26th 
of January next at 2 p.m. precisely. 

Members who desire to move resolutions or to ask questions should give 
notice of them to the secretary on or before the 8th of January, 1894, as 
it will be necessary to include them in the notice convening the meeting. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


December 18—Mr. Arthur Gilbert in the chair.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt 
moved: ‘‘ That the case of Mighell v. Sultan of Johore was wrongly decided 


(Appeal Court, Nov. 29; Divisional Court, Nov. 4).”” This case will be 
romembered as the action for breach of promise of brought by 
Miss Mighell mst the Sultan, who come over to country and 


passed as Mr. Albert Baker. The order for substituted service of the writ 
was setaside on the ground that Johore was an in t Sovereign 
State, and its ruler, therefore, not answerable to the courts of this 
country. Mr. W. 8S. Sherrington opposed. Messrs. Boycott, ‘Symonds, 
Begg, and Hubbard also spoke, and upon the motion being put, it was 
declared to be lost by eight votes. 

Mr. Hubbard then moved: ‘‘ That the decision of Chitty, J.,in Re Elcom 
was wrong (Zimes, Nov. 24).’’ This will be remembered as the case which 
was recently decided under Malins’ Act. Mr. Boycott sapeeel. and, after 
some remarks by Messrs. Symonds and Begg, the motion was carried by 
the casting vote of the chairman. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXAMINATION. 
November, 1893. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 


of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recommended 
the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


First Oxass. 
[In Order of Merit.] 

Owzn Witt1am Owen, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Tyrer, Kenion, Tyrer, & Simpson, of Liverpool; and Messrs. Burton, 
Yeates, & Hart, of London. 

James Epwarp Marxuz, who served his clerkship with Mr. Philip Ed- 
— Mather, of Newcastle-on-Tyne; and Mr. Worthington Evans, of 

ndon. 

Daviy Artuur Nicnout, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Dent & Adams, of Wolverhampton ; and Messrs. Hemsley & Hemsley, of 
London. 

Seconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Robert William Aske, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Thomas 
Woodhouse, of Hull. 

William Frost, who served his clerkship with Dr. Alfred W 
Guest Ranger, of the firm of Messrs Ranger, Burton, & Co., of London. 

Alfred Ernest Hopper, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Plomer Bencraft, and Mr. Arthur Frederick Seldon, of Barnstaple. 

Chalton Hubbard, who served his clerkship with Mr. Howell Thomas, 
and Mr. Henry Seymour Metcalfe, of London. 

Harold Hyde, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Gartside, of 
the firm of Messrs. Gartside & Robinson, of Ashton-under-Lyne and 
Manchester. 

Ernest Heber Landel Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Pugh, of the firm of Messrs. Pugh & Phillips, and to Mr. Arthur Edmund 
Ray, of Northampton. 

William Lees, who served his clerkship with Mr. David Edwardes 
Griffiths, of Oldham. 

Charles Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Griffiths, of 
Brighton and London. 

Joseph Charles Soames, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
Soames, of the firm of Messrs. Soames, Edwards, & Jones, of London. 

James Bell Stothart; M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
John Archer, of Stockton-on-Tees. 


Tutrp Crass. 
: {In Alphabetical Order. 

Francis William Archer, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Gill, 
Archer, Maples, & Dun, of Liverpool. 

Harry Barber, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Stone, of the 
firm of Messrs. Stones, Morris, & Stone, of London. 

Edgar Leicester Billson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Bateson, Warr, & Bateson, of Liverpool. 

Alfred Ethelbert Gospatric Chorlton, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Chorlton, of Manchester. 

Frederick Hamer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Chorlton, 
of Manchester. 


who served his clerkship with Mr. Lawrence 
William English, of N 


Joseph Nicholls, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
wichols, of London ages - 
eorge Leath Patten served with Messrs. 
Woolley, & Baines, and Messrs. Stuckey f Pope of Brighton ; 
Mesers. Nash, Field, & Co., of London. Wi ‘ 
omy Mage ee aa eee 
Messrs. Wilde, Berger, & , of London. 
rederick Thomas, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Jones, of Llandovery ; and Messrs. Roche & Son, of London. 
Sy Peverill bull, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry ne ee eee eee 
Scarborough. 
William A Williams, who served his with Mr. Thomas 
Stockwood, of Bridgend. itd 
on Rivers , who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
and London. 


Woodbridge & Sons, of U 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and a the prizes — 

To Mr. Owen— of of Clement’s-inn—value 


the Honourable 
Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 
‘o Mr. Meikle—prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn—value 


o Mr. Nicholl—prize of the Honourable Society 
guineas ; and ‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize’’—value about £12 10s. 
The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 


Eighty-three candidates gave notice for the examination. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
MANCHESTER COUNTY COURT. 
Orgpsr 1m Oounctt. 

At the Court at Windsor, the 12th day of December, 1893. 

Present : The Queen’s Most Excellent ay in Council. 

Whereas by the ‘‘ Manchester Ship Canal Act, 1885,’’ section three, 
from and after the completion and for traffic of the Oanal, the 
said Canal, and so much of the na waters of the Rivers Mersey and 
Irwell, as lie between Hunt’s in 


Port of Li 1 at Wi and all canals, cuts. 
and works of the Semeineaae Canal tones lintite ans 
thereby constituted the Harbour and Port of , and the Company 


is to be the Harbour Authority of that harbour and port: And whereas 
Uy te come eoelion 3S ie see OS Be ee ae nae 
of the Treasury to appoint a Port of Manchester, under the ‘‘ Customs 
Consolidation Act, 1876,’’ with such limits as they may think fit, are not 
affected: And whereas the Manchester Ship Canal will be opened for 
traffic on the first day of January, one thousand eight hundred and ninety- 
four: And whereas by the ‘ County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 
1868,’’ it is among other enacted, that if 


pees st at See it appears fo Her 
sentatio hancellor, ee nn ee 
lawful for 


is 
86 
e 
: 


m of the Lord C 
have Admiralty juriediction, it shall 
in Council, to appoint that Court to have Admiralty j 
ingly, and to to that Court as its district for Admiralty purposes 
ay Pit ok gets Se eee district or districts of County Courts: 


And whereas a representation 
Sng ee ee eT aa ae ae ee at Manchester should 


have Admiralty J ; and that there should be assigned to that 
Court, as the district thereo! for the districts here- 
a Now ae baring taken the sald 
representation ne Pree eye iy with 
pcenee lg oe be a - it is hereby ordered and 
aj , that, from after anuary, one thousand cight 
spared an ineiy four, the County Goro Lancashire holden at 
Manchester shall have Admiralty J and Her Majesty is farther 
pleased, by and with the advice afi SS NS ES eee 
ap oe ee , as district thereof for 
oF mm , the Se te ee 
to say :— the said County Court of Lancashire at 
Manchester, the district of the County Court of Lancashire holden at 





comprised within the limits for the time being of the harbour and port of 
af under the said ‘‘ Manchester Ship 
Canal Act, 1885,”’ or the ‘“‘ Customs Consolidation Act, 1876,’’ or other 
lawful authority Cc Pest. 
LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. B. P. Dassaarnas re renalty solicitor, the senior partner in - 
Moore, Sheffield, was killed 
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Mr. Colton-Fox was a son of Mr. 
was articled to the late Mr. Henry Broomhead, solicitor, and after com- 
pleting his articles and passing his examination with honours, he was 
admitted in 1858, and took over Mr. Broomhead’s business. During 
that period, says a local newspaper, he laid the foundation of his after- 
successes. A man of vigorous personality and indefatigable energy, he 
early displayed exceptional ability, his intense earnestness and mastery of 
detail for the confidence of an ever-widening circle of clients. 
It was to this circumstance that he mainly, if not entirely, owed the com- 
manding position he in after years occupied in the business life of Sheffield. 
In 1868 he took Mr. Arthur Wightman into partnership, and in 1871 Mr. 


| 
' 
| 
j 
| 
| 
| 
| 


station. He was knocked down by it, and every carriage passed over him.| Albert Franklin, brickmaker, Birmingham, was summoned at the Bir- 


Broomhead, of Anston. He | mingham Police Court, this week, at the instance of the Incorporated Law 


Society, for unlawfully, wilfully, and falsely pretending to be a solicitor. 
When the summons was read to the defendant, he replied, ‘‘I did ft-in 
ignorance of the law.’’ Mr. Bickley appeared to prosecute on behalf of 
the society. The evidence against the defendant was the following letter 
written by him under the name of Samuel Baker to an officer of that 
court: ‘I am instructed by my client, Mrs. Bott, 5, Francis-road, 
Coventry-road, to take proceedings against you on a certain charge, to 
wit, defamation of character, unless you send a written or make a personal 
apology to her within fourteen days of this date.’’ The letter was laid 
before the Incorporated Law Society, and it was thought only right to 


Edward Thomas Moore joined the firm as third partner, the firm then | take proceedings in the matter. The defendant admitted the offence, but 


assuming the style by which it has since become widely known. 
In 1890 Mr. Broomhead took the additional surname of Colton-Fox, in 
compliance with a clause in the will of Miss Mary Benson Fox, of Todwick 
Grange. Mr. Colton-Fox was a member of the Council of the Incor- 


Law Society, and was one of the earliest presidents of the Sheffield | fine of £5 and costs, sai 
as treasurer of that society for | the letter to mislead the person it was written to. Nothing could be 


porated é 
and District Law Society, and had acted 


j 


j 


said he acted in complete ignorance of the law. He did not know that it 
was wrong to use the word “‘client.’’ Money-lenders used it. He simply 
acted for Mrs. Bott as a friend in a family affair, and received no remunera- 
tion. The chairman in giving the decision of the magistrates to inflict a 

f, the bench were satisfied that defendant intended 


many years. He was chairman of Thomas Firth & Sons (Limited), having | worse than for people to issue circulars and letters having the semblance 
held the appointment for several years. He was also chairman of the | of comiag from a solicitor. Such a practice must be stopped. Solicitors 
Bilbao and Cantabrian Railway Co., succeeding to the chair after several | had quite enough to contend with in these days without people assuming 


years’ service as a director. In the foundation and development of Firth | to 


College he tock great interest. He was one of the original trustees, and 
materially aided the late Mr. Mark Firth in establishing the college on a 


interests of his clients were his first consideration. He threw the greatest 


energy into his work, and never desisted from any course he had taken | 


until he had utilized every resource. He would frequently stay at his 
office until t. Among his professional brethren Mr. Colton-Fox 


midnigh’ 
was held in the highest estimation, his rare ability being universally | 


ledged. 


Mr. vEL Prentice, Q.C., died on the 17th inst. from heart disease. 
| @ house have the Sani arrangements 


He was to the bar in 18143, was created a Queen’s counsel in 1866, 
and elected a bencher of his inn the same year, and served as treasurer in 
881. 


health. 


c 





GENERAL, 


Lord Esher was stated not to be so well on Wednesday. The Times says 
he is still confined to his bed with a swollen vein in the leg, and it is 
not expected that he will be able to leave the house for some time to 
come. 


The council of University College will shortly proceed to elect a Quain 
Profesor to deliver lectures on the comparative or historical study of law 
or on some branch of such study. The available income is about £300 per 


| 
| 
| 


He was appointed county court judge of the Bow and Shoreditch | 
in 1884, but resigned the office about two years ago on account of | 


be members of the Incorporated Law Society, an honourable body, 
which must be protected. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
DEATHS. 
Axos.—Nov. 26, at Stone, Kent, J. J. Amos, solicitor. 
Lake.—Dec. 10, at The Priory, Orpington, after three days’ illness, Herbert John Lake, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 48. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep mm CHancery. 
Inktey Workinc Mew’s Hart Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 5, 
to send particulars of their debts or claims to Gordon & Co, 1, Cheapside, Bradford, 
solors for liquidator 


| Liverpoot: Musicat Surrty Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 2, to 


| Muroa. Tevst, Limrrep—Creditors are 


annum, and arises from a bequest by the late Mr. Justice Quain, which | 


been handed to the college by the Earl of Selborne, Mr. Justice 
Chitty, and Mr. W. A. Jevons, the trustees of the will. The professorship 
is limited to three years, subject to a power of renewal. 


The report has been issued of the departmental committee appointed to 
inquire into the limits of the action of the Board of Trade as regards the 
ee of companies under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 

ix and minutes of evidence. e committee recommend that 
there be attached to the High Court a senior official receiver and 
two other official receivers, and t there should be attached to each 
official receiver one assistant official receiver on the permanent establish- 
ment of the t. They think that the salaries of the official 

should be £1,200 to £1,500, £1,000 to £1,200, and £800 to £1,000 

ely, and that the established assistant official receivers should be 

£450 to £600. In reference to certain questions in relation to prose- 

cutions arising out of company liquidations in the hands of official 

receivers, the committee state that it appears to them that it is for the 

Board of Trade to submit to the Director of Public Prosecutions all cases 

in which they are of opinion that there is a prim4 facie case for a prosecu- 

tion, and that it is for the Director of Public Prosecutions to decide 
whether a prosecution ought to be undertaken. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph 
Hollis Yates, 101, Dale st, Liverpool . 

( required, on or before Jan 29, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars i? their debts or claims, to William Coppard Beaumont, 


48, Gresham House, Old B; 

OmextaL Pustic Works Co, Limiren—Creditors are uired, on or before Jan 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Fiddy, 
55, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Stoves Parent Divine Apparatus anp SupManinge Enoiveenine Co, Limirep—Creditors 
are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addressis, and particulars 
of their debts or claims, to William Freeman Jack, 13, Poultry. Payne, 11, Queen 
Victoria st, solor for liquidator 

County PaLating or LANCASTER. 
Lourep in CHancery. 

Layspowxe Corton Srixsina Co, Limrrep—By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, 
dated Oct 24, it was ordered the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Tweedale & Co, Oldham, solors for petners 

London Gazette-—Tuxspay, Dec. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Ustimirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Burstem anp Tuystact 241st Stare-Bowkertr Buitvic Society—All persons having 
claiins are, on or before Jan 20, to send particulars of their claims, to F. C. Mayer, 
Brickhouse st, Burslem, solor for liquidators 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Poxtyuister Paitanturoric Society, Rolling Mill Inn, Pontymister, Mon. Dec 14 
Susrenpep ror Turgxe Monrus. 
Pippixcrox Farexpiy Society, Seven Stars Inn, Piddington, Bicester, Oxford. Dec 12 


Catveer, Tuomas, Carlton Miniott, Yorks, Labourer | Forestxe, Granam, Swansea, Merchant’s Clerk Swansea 
1 Pet Dec? Ord Dec ® 


Northallerton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 0 i 
Catvent, Jauxs, Manchester, Photographer Manchester | Fostex, Joux Eowis, Ey Yorks, Grocer Northaller- 


London Gastie,—Faiwat, Dee. Ws. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Acocks, Bow azn, Cheadle, Piancforte Dealer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Decii Ord Dee ll 


Asnwoutu, Borrer, er, Pieacher Manchester 
Pet Nov Ord Dee 11 


Baaserr, Catuzzixse, Smethwick, Milk Seller West 
Pet Dee 12 Ord Dee 13 
Bedingfield, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Beeer, Taouss, e, Devon, Parmer 2 
Pet Dee 13 Ord Dee 13 “gle wes acre 
oe? Me! my Chorley, Coal Agent Bolton Pet Dec 12 
€ 


12 
Bear, Peacr Caseces, Canonbury lane, Salerman High 
Court Pet Now is Ord Dec il hie 
Bown xx, ae ge = threwebary, Machinist Shrewsbury 


Dec 12 
Baeows, Wiusstsn Acrezo, & rush Mannufac- 
Neattinghar 


Beosxorteco, J 
Pet Dec 9 Ord 9 


i BL 
turer PA Ded Odd Dec 14 

Beisoce, Ferotesx Wiiisan, Wicdhamfic 
Farmer Worcester 


Wore, 
Pea Nov@% Ord Deco 


Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 

Craviox, Frascis, Ludlow, Porkbutcher Leominster Pet 
Dee 12 Ord Dee 12 

Core, Exvias Have, Berkeley, Glos, Plasterer Gloucester Pet 

ec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Cow.ey, Anruvr Groncx, Hereford, Hosier Hereford Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 

Craxsuaw, James, Manchester, Vlectrical Engineer Man- 
chester Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 14 

Cross, Gronan, Evesham, Grocer Worcester Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 12 

Devers, Joux Jauys, Camden rd, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet Nov2 Ord Dee 12 

Dinos, Wisan, & Bon, Waleall, Saddler’ Tool Manufac- 
turers Walsall Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 

Descavey, Axruoxy, Ferryhill, Durham, Innkeeper Dur- 
ham Pet Deell Ord Dec ll 


Pasenveet, Josxyu, Southport, Confectioner Liverpool 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 18 


Foun, Wiitan, Br Kent, Carpenter Canterbury Pet 
ee it Ook Derk 


ton Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 ; 

Fyxvs, Henry, Gt Grimsby, Insurance Agent Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dec it Ord Dec 11 

Gatratix, Jamus ve, Old Windsor, Berks Windsor Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Nova 

Go.tvsreis, Woirv, Newport, Mon, Pawnbroker Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec1l Ord Dee 11 

Guawt, Sreruex, Leicester, Leather Dresser’s Manager 
Leicester Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 ; 

Gueexwoop, ALsent, Avtill rd, Bow, Boot Clicker High 
Court Pet Dec 1i Ord Dec 11 


11 Ord Dee 11 
sae ~ hr Leeds, Outfitter Leeds Pet Dec 12 
12 


Haywanp, Wriusam Cuantes, Hereford, Cycle Agent 
Hereford Pet Dec : q 


Hosxixo, Sorua Lavuorta Auexaxvna, Plymouth, Tobao- — 
| conist 


Plymouth Pet Dec12 Ord Deo 12 


Jowxs, Davin, Bt Dogmells, Pembroke, Grover Carmar- — 
Pet Dec 1 Dec f ‘ 


3 Ord 18 


| Lape, Luxe, Horsham, fiaddler Brighton Pet Dec 11” 
} Ord Dee 11 q 
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Lasg, Josrrn_ Epwix, ——. Licensed Victualler 
indsor Pet Nov 27 Ord 9 

Liux, Joun, Poplar, Builder High Court Pet Dec 11 
Ord Dee 12 

Luoyrp, J, Balham, Civil Engineer High Court Pet Nov 
23 Ord Dee 13 

Luck, Witttam, Chatham, Builder Rochester Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec 1 


3 

Marspex, Epwarv, Bradfurd, Soap Boiler Bradford 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Mossop, Joun Patrinsoy, Workington, Grocer Cocker- 
mouth Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 12 

Ne: son, Jonx Tuomas, Oldham, Insurance Agent Oldham 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Norra, Hon Wriutam Frepenicx Joux, Arlington st 
High Court Pet June 14 Ord Dec 13 

Nuts, Avsert Witii4m, Sturminster Newton, Butcher 
Dorchester Pet Dec 13 Urd Dec 13 

Parker, Atsert, Batley, Ironmonger Dewsbury Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Dee il 

Piyye, Epwix Rowtayp, Penarth, Glam, Solicitor Cardiff 
Pet Novis Ord Dec 4 

Rees, Hexay, Swansea, Painter Swansea Pet Dec 13 
Ord Dee 13 

Ricu:rvsox, Mary Jane, Bridlington Quay, Lodging 
house Keeper Scarborough Pet Dec 2 Dec 13 

Genrase, Henry, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec13 Ord 

©13 


Sinxott, Tomas Devereux, Bradford, Wool Merchant 
Bradford Pet Decil Ord Dec 11 : 

Suirn, Cuartes, New Brompton, Kent, Bricklayer 
Kochester Pet Dec12 Ord 12 

Tuorve, JoserH Aan, Penzance, School Proprietor Truro 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 . 

Tuorre, Epwin Jonn, Brookland rd, Bricklayer High 
Court Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Topp, Jouy Ropert, Kingston upon Hull, Solicitor’s 
Court Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Vay Gevper, Pirrer, Liverpool, Milling Engineer Halifax 
P-t Dec 11 Ord Dec 12 

Vay Wart, Oscar Irvine, Liverpool, Commission Agent 
Liverpool Pet Dec1i Ord Dec 11 

Warraman, Witiram, Halifax, out of business Halifax 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 : 

Wa ker, Jonn Grartrox, Trowbridge, Ironmonger Bath 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 13 

Watt, Josern, Bexhill, Builder Hastings Pet Oct 31 
Ord Dec 12 

Witiams, Rosrrr, Neath, Timber Merchant Neath Pet 
Dee 11 Ord Dee 11 

Witsox, Caarces Rosert, Derwent, Derby, Farmer Stock- 
port Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Worrurxeroxs, Samve., Handsworth, Farm Labourer 
Birmingham Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Oct 10 :— 


Waker, Witiiam, Granard rd, Wandsworth Common, 
Bookmaker Wandsworth Pet Augi2 Ord Oct 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baixes. Harry Epwarp, West Hartlepool, Labourer Dec 
22at3 Off Rec, 26, John st, Sunderland 

Bepinore.p, James, Bedingfield, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 22 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Bennett, WILiiam, Truro, Ironmonger Dec 23 at 1130 
Otf Rec, Boscawen st, Truro . 

Bissy, Wriu1am, Chorley, Coal Agent Dec 22 at 10.30 
16, Wo dst, Bolton 

Bowpirr, Witttam, Shrewsbury, Agricultural Machinist 
Dec 28 at 11 80 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Braituwaite, Ropert, Middlesborough, Builder Dec 28 
at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Brivcer, Ricnarp, Endsleigh gardens, Butcher's Manager 
Dec 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Broruweit, Joszpn Crorrs, Sheffield, Mineral Water 
or leat Dec 23 at 10.30 Off Figtree lane, 
Sheftielc 

Burrows, Georcze Vernox, Hotel Victoria, Captain Dec 
22 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crarkt, Josern, Coventry, Baker Dec 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Correre.t, ALrrep Jonny, Barnes, Grocer Dec 29 at 11.30 
24, Railway a: roach, London Bridge, 8.E. 

Crane, Wint1am Tuomas, Widegate st, Decorator Dec 22 
at il a bidgs, Carey st 

Farnuurst and Myzrs, Southport, Confectioners Dec 27 
at2 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Fiercuer, Witu1am, Preston, Grocer Dec 28 at 3 Off 

Foun, Wiusamy Bridge, K Dee 

‘onp, WILLIAM, ge, Kent, Carpenter 22 at 9.30 

Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Fratweut, WiniiaM yn il Builder Dec 22 at 11.30 


Bankruptcy bidgs, st 
cester, Leather Dresser’s Manager 


Grant, Sreruey, 
Dec 22 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berri 

Gurrrrus, Rosert Daviss, La h, Corn Mer- 
chant Dec 22 at 3.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Haves. Joun Arrsaur Kensington cres, Solicitor Deo 22 
at 3 en bldgs, Carey st 

Howr.t, Evan, Pontypridd, Glam, Tea Merchant Dec 92 
at 12 Off Reo 65, High st, Merth Tydfil 

Kixo, C. Stuart, Li > Tas wie Deo wat 3 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 

Lows and Owex, Bradford, Builders Dec 28 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Luvox, Wintram, Chatham, Builder Janiati2 Off Ree, 
Rochester 

Manapex, Epwarp, Bradford, Boiler Dec 2 at 38 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, B: 

Mason, Mary, Maceleatied, Cheesefactor Deo 23 at 1 
Off Rec, 28, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

Parrcuann, Joux, Blaenau Festiniog, Grocer Deo 22 at 2 

Chester 


Crypt chm 
Oxe.., Joszen, Liverpool, Contractor Dec 98 at 2 Off 
Ronnnrs Davi, Hoddemfeld, York Proprietor 
wenrs, Davrp, Huddersfield, Yorka, of Hydro 
pathic Establishment {Deo 22 at 11 Oif Reo, 6, Ques 


st, Huddersfield 





; 
oe, Sue Epwix, an cote Dee 22 at 
Surra, Cnaries, New Kent, Jobbing Brick- 





surg) bass Hic Shep Buh, Teen 
Victualler Dec 22 at 12 Of hee’! 95, Temple chmbrs, 
me coat 
Sxopix, Groren, Stamford, Engineer Dec 29 at 12 Law 


Courts, Ni 6, eee 
8r. Lom, Viscount Epwarp pe Soverat, Great 
Western Hotel Dec 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Taytor, Ricuarp, Loris rd Deo 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


st 

Triusie, Joux, Greystoke, Cumbs, Blacksmith Dec 27 at 
2 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

“Slat nae 

Uyerr, Joszrn Faepertcx, Neweastle-on-Tyne, Tele- 
g Dec 22 at 11.80 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 

Vas Ge.ogr, Pieter, Sowerb 


y Bridge, Yor! Milling 

Dec 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, veoh cease 

Yorks Dec 2atli Off 

Water, Wits Junction, Bookmaker Dec 
29 at 12.30 4. ge * Soe be g : 

Warp, Jauzs, Oxford, Dec 27 12 1, s& 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

Warsox, Jonx, sees Dae Dec 22 at 11 Bank- 

Wituams, Jonn, Car Butcher Dec 2at 230 Off 

. Carmarthen 

Wituirams, ah Insurance Agent Dec 22 at 11 


row, 
Wort.ey, Arruur, Great St Helen’s, Commission Mer- 
chant Dec 27 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carcy st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acocks, Row.anp, Cheadle, Pianoforte Dealer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Decil Ord Deol) 


Bartey, Frank Witsox, Retford, Grocer Lincoln Pet 
m ~_ O:d —= ied : et 
aknAM, Cuaries Lorrus, Hitchin, Engineer Laton 
» Dee 4 “iy Dee 11 - B 
EDINGFIELD, James, Bedingfield, Suffolk, Farmer Ips- 
wich Pet Dec9 Ord DecS 
Berry, THomas, . Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
ee Chorley, Coal Agent Bolton Pet Dec 12 
Bow ter, nee Shrewsbury, Agricultural Machinist 


Dec12 Ord Dee 13 
Dusirewarss, Rosane, Middlesborough, Builder Stockton 
rush Manufac- 


on DecS Ord Dee 11 
Brown, Wiii1aM Aurrep, Notti , B 
turer Nottingham Pet Dec Ord Dee 13 
Buttock, Freperick Wituam, Wickhamford, 
Farmer Worcester Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec ll 
Cayvert, Ja Manchester, Photographer Manchester 
Pet Dee 13, Ord Dee 13 
Catvert, Taomas, Thirsk, Labourer Northallerton Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
ou 2 Coventry, Baker Coventry Pet Nov 21 
Ciaytox, Francis, Ludlow, Butcher Leominster Pet Dec 
12 Ord Dec 12 
ConpDER, Ny 4 Coal Merchant Luton Pet Nov 


Warrnmay, Witt, 


Cow.ey, Arrnur Gores, Hereford, Hosier Hereford 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Wt, Foes Senet, Sete Salterton Exeter Pet Oct 9 

Faamer, Harnay Ancurpatp, Hanworth, Builder Kingston, 

w Surrey Pet Deo 4 Ord Deo 12 re 
mp, WILLIA ee ee Seaperer Canterbury 

4 ng fi) Sa Merchant's Clerk Swansea 

‘ORESTE! RAHA ‘s 

route beet 10 Yorks, Grocer Northaller- 
TE: us Epwy, 

: ton Pot Dee bed Dee 8 . 

yres, Henry, Gt Grimsby, Insurance Agent Grimsby 
Pet Dec il Ord Dec 11 

Graxt, Srerusx, Leicester, Leather Dresser’s Manager 

cane ee, Gar Eis Mites The 
“Deo ll, Ord Decl” 

Howtmes, Wittiam, Leeds, Outfitter Leeds Pet Dec 12 
Cn De 8 si 

Hosx1» PHIA VINIA ALEXA Plyraouth, Tobdac- 
conist Plymouth Pet Deo 12 Dee 12 

Jones, Davin, 8t Grocer Carmarthen 

O*'Pot Dee 13 ee 

ne, © Sep ane, Toreigess, Wadhest Liverpool Pet Nov 

0 

Lag, Lees, Hatin, Gxt Brighton Pet Dec 9 Ord 

Lane, Jom, Mitel, Builder High Court Pet Dec 11 

Loe, Neate, Cathan, aie Rochester Pet Dee 13 

Marsoes, Eowanp, Bradford, Boiler Bradford 

" pak, wid Ord Ord 9 fe 

eisox, Jouxn Taomas, Oldham, Insurance Agent Old- 
ham Pet Dec 18 ‘Ord Deo 13 

Nora, Auaser Wiiwam, sturminster Newton, Butcher 
Dorchester Pet Dee 12 Ord Dee 13 

Foncnasy, Beam, Wie Capes Walsall Pet Deo 


| 
Rens, Hewvay, Swansea, Painter Swansea Pet Deo 139 


Ord Deo 13 . 
a ee ee Oe, Sat Be 
prietor Bangor Deo 1 Ord Deo 13 J 





7 Merchant Neath Pet 
Ww dy Bh) | Derbyshire, Farmer 
TL8ON, 
Pet Deo 13 Ord Dee 13 


London Gasetie—Turspar, Deo. 19. 





4 Sean a Carnarvon, Farmer Bangor 
“Pot Deo 14’ Ord Deo 14 

Lameser, W: Lancaster, Glass Stainer Preston 
Pet Dee 14 Dee 14 


eee ie ie 
“Ser aor ee 
avers hex iek Hatmmerenith rf no occapation 
cass, anes “Gane Gate 

Agent High Court Bet 


La 
Pet Deo 14 

wee we sepa oe 
Dee 
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amended notices are substituted for those 
in the London Gazette of Dec 15:— 


Sixworr, Tuomas a ger Bradford, Wool Merchant 
Bradford Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 


Wiurax Dixox & Sox, Walsall, Paddlers’ Tool Manufac- 
turers Walsall Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aanese.: wr} Choate, Staffs, Pianoforte Dealer Dec 
29 at Off Rec, Ni le-under-Lyme 

Baker, onan Cottyxs, Batcombe, & merset, Rector 
Jan 9 at 12 Hotel, Frome 

Baixey, Faaxx Witsor, Retford, Grocer Jan4ati12 Off 
Ree, 81, Silver st, Lincoln 

Brat, Frecy Cuartes, Canonbury lane, House Furnisher’s 
Salesman Dec 28 at 12 Danteegts bldgs, Carey st 

Bovutrer, Witu1am, Bishop’s Cleeve, Blacksmith Dec 28 

at4 County Court b! , Cheltenham 

Brows, Witiiam ALFRED, Radford, Notts, Brush Manu- 
lacturer Dec 28 at 12 Off Rec, St. Peter’s Church 


walk, 

Carman, Joszrn, Lower Chedworth, Builder Dec 28 at 
3.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Carnicx, Lewis . y= — Furrier Dec 28 at 1 


bee x ake Brondesbury villas, Builder Dec 
29 


gs, 
Coomszs, Gzonce West, Moseley, Seite Dee 29 at 11 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Coorzr, Wittiam, Runcorn, Sailmaker Jan 12 at 11.15 
Court House. Upper Bank st, Warrington 
Corpex, Jonx, Tunstall, Grocer 
Newcastle under L; 


yme 

Corram, James Mitrorp, Hitchin, Herts, Insurance Agent 
Jan 11 at 11.15 Court House, Luton 

Corram, Wri1am, Skerton, Lancs, Farmer Dec 29 at 1.30 
Joy ae 

Cox, = fuacturer Dec 30 at 1 

Davis, ee Wuirmore, Worcester, Dyer Dec 28 at 
I 


bldgs, Northam 
45, st, Worcester 
a Joux James, len rd, Auctioneer Dec 20 at 
Evays, Witiiax, 
st 


The 


Dec 29 at 12 Off Ree, 


Carey st 
te st Dec 29 at 1 Bankruptcy 


Fanuer, Hanzy Arcuisatp, Hanworth, Builder Dec 28 
at 11.30 24, Railway ee. London Bridge, 8.E. 
Axprew, Stockton on eer Jan 4 at il 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Forester, Granam, Swansea, Merchant's Clerk Dec 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Gazexwoop, Atszrt, Bow, Boot Clicker Dec 29 at 12 


et bidgs, Carey st 
Hexcy, T c¢ 27 at 1 (New First Meeting) Bank- 


seutey Mies, Carey st 

Hoorgr, Wiit.1am Frepericx, Birmingham, Solicitor Jan 
latll 23, Colmore row, Birming 

Hosxixc, Sormia Lavisia Atexanpra, Plymouth, To- 
bacconist 


2 at 11 10, Athenszum terrace, 


Hussagp, Jounxs Wuituone, Birmingham, Lcoking Glass 
Manufacturer Dec 29 at 12 23, Colmore row, Bir- 


Ismay, Toon. Wetheral, nr Carlisle, Seedsman Dec 29 at 12 
J es oer Seneee M Deal 
‘oszs, James Epwarp, , Music er Dec 28 at12 
chm Chester 
ee ren, Peer Dee 29 at 2 
, Auctioneer Dec 29 at 11.15 Off 


Jones, ane 
Prince of W 
Lance, ety 2 
Loex, J = Poplar, B fae 
x, JOnN, ui 
Carey st 


M18, Grorcr Erneaim, Northampton, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 30 at 12 30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Mossor, Jonx Parrixsox, Workington, Cumb, Grocer 

Dee 27 at 3 6, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Mvrzar, Joux, Bii ae 
on Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 
the a Wits mmanecs “ ame Arlington st 
Dee 29 at 11 Bankruptcy CG 
Dec 


Dee 27 at 11 
Off 


Dec 28 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Dec 29 at 3 


Jan 3 at 3 





Ba ran TE, L 
way er. ei 
H Aucti: 
Serer. plage Pe = 


Bw 
Sraunow, Davi, Cambridge, peabesper Dec @atiz Off 


Sa Newington Dec 20 at 
ord, Baier Dec 2 ati2 Off 
, Grocer Dec Bat 11 

ristol 
Dee Zatiz2 Off Rec, 


Apexazvre Dosaty McKisvay, oo ag Com- 
mission Agent Jan iatil Ba Carey st 


Tx Wiu41148m, Strand, Literary Pro emma 5 1 at 12 
s Bapleraptcy ‘gs, Carey 
von, Tee ITZ ny, Newbury, Berks, Cook Dee 29 
9614.15 Municipal , New 
Warars, Jous Guarrox, j 
at12 Off Ree, Bank chmbm, Corn st, Bristol 


er Jan 10 
Wanese, Joma, Dastington, Tailor. Jan3at3 Off Ree, 


WHattey, iawn, Gore rd, Victoria Park, Trimming 
Manufacturer ’ Jan 1 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 


Wixarp, Cuarces Graxtuam, St Leonards-on-Sea Jan 8 
at 12.30 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hasti 

Witicox, Epsvunp, Middlezoy, Somerset, Dec 27 
at il Bristol Arms Hotel, Bridgwater 

Wricut, Joszra, Luddenden, Yorks, Cattle Dealer Dec 
2atil Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

4 IDUDICATIONS. 

Wittiam Ricnarpsoyx, Kingston upon Hull, To- 

mist Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec13 Ord Dee 13 

Atues, Hasry, Harrow on the Hill, Dealer in Horses 8t 
Albans Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 15 

Barxes, Wittam, Bourne Fen, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet Dee 15 Ord Dec 16 

Bickers & Co, Dewsbury, House Furnishers Dewsbury 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 15 

CuamBers, Joun, Tipton, Haulier Dudley Pet Dec 13 
Ord Dec 13 

Ciragke, Mary, ay og Ointment 
Nottingham Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

a Joun, Tunstall, Saves Hanley Pet Nov29 Ord 


Duntavey, Antony, Ferryhill, Durham, Innkeeper Dur- 
ham Pet Dec il’ Ord Dec 15 

Duxx, Joun pasgenens, Sunderland, Hairdresser Sun- 
derland Pet Dec 1 rd Dec 15 

Fawcett, JAmEs, Seacmenbelie, Rug Maker 
Pet Nov16 Ord Dec 13 

Fexper, Jouyx, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Frayxce, Dossoyx, Batley, Beerhouse Keeper 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 13 

Gitpart-Suith, James WILuIaM, pant st, Strand High 
Court Pet July 13 Ord Dec 1 

Hanrais, Heaman, + ee Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 


Dec9 Ord Dec 1 

Haywoop, J met CHARLES, renee, Cycle Agent 
Hereford Pet Dec1l Ord De 

Heap, wp Battersea, tnt Wandsworth Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 

Henery, ‘Ru narp, Sunderland, Shoemaker Sunderland 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 15 

Houtmay, Jonny, Canterbury, Bricklayer Canterbury Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dee 14 

Hvsearp, Joun Wairmore, ee ~ oP ovis Glass 
Manufacturer Birmingham Ord Dec 

IneLanp, Tuomas, Birkdale, — Ay Agent Man- 
chester Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 1 

Ismay, Jou, heey sep or Carlisle, Seedsman Carlisle Pet 
Dec15 Ord Dec 1 

Kes, Moses, South W imbledon, Wine Merchant Kings- 
ton Pet Nov3 Ord Dec 15 

Lampert, WiiuiaM, Lancaster, Glass Stainer Preston Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

LonsDALEz, — Leeds, Schoolmaster Leeds Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 1 


er 


ALLAN, 


Manufacturer 


Dewsbury 
Swansea 


Dewsbury 


Mossor, Sous Pattinson, Workington, Grocer Cocker- 
mouth Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 15 

Fraxce, Donsoy, Batley, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper Dews- 
bury PetNov 29 Ord Dec 13 

Pops, cam, Bristol, Cigar Dealer Bristol Pet Dec 8 
Grd Dec 16 

Pricnarp, Witi1aM Joyes, abd Kirby, Builder Birken- 
h Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 1 

Parovp, James, Hartlepool, Ghee Sunderland Pet Dec 
16 Dec 16 

Rarciirr, Toomas TIListoxe, 4 Hempstead, Saddler 
St Albans Pet Dec4 Ord I 

Ricuarpsoy, James, Crundale, Kent, *putcher Canterbury 
Pet Dee 15 Ord Dee 15 

Ricuarps, Eowarp Hawkesworrna, Tengpaneng, Tailor 
Leicester Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 

Rocers, Tuomas, Holme +" [pene , Hereford 

Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 

Sarsant, Jostan Joux, Warwick 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 1 

Savypersox, Ropert, Renton, Medical 
Croydon’ Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 9 

Sawyer, J W, Stamford hill, Builder Edmonton Pet 
Augil Ord Dee 15 

Seaets, Georce Carew, Gutter lane, peeatocteer's 
Agent High Court Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 1 

Srarzow, Davin, Cambridge, Innkeeper Cambridge Pet 
Dee 14 Ord Dec 14 

Tuorse, Joszern Avan, Penzance, School Proprietor Truro 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 16 

Wiriiams. Evay. Pontypridd, Carpenter Pontypridd Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Wiiusame, Witt1am, Neyland, yo Butcher Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 

Worruisetoy, Sauver, Cambridge, Farm Labourer Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 1 


"| All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 


Leamington, Surgeon 


Practitioner 








Journal with regularity, it is requested that | 
9 ys | To Her Msjesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


application be made direct to the Publisher. 
Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 288, Od. 


5s. 6d. 
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OF THE LEGAL PRO- 
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MSURANCE COMPANY. tion of business 


1894 Eaition nc now ready, Windsor cloth, price 12s. 6d. 
THE WINDSOR PEERACE, BARONETACE, 
AND KNICHTACE. 


Edited by E. WALFORD, M.A., Author of “‘ The County 
Families.” 

It gives nearly all the information contained in other 
books at little more than a third the cost. It contains also 
the blazon of the arms of all hereditary titles, and full 
accounts of all collateral branches in remainder to them. 

London: Cuarro & Winpvs, 214, Piccadilly, W. 


” Revised and Cheaper a. - limp, price 5s., by 
5s 
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A HANDY GUIDE 


TO AN 


ORDINARY ACTION IN THE COUNTY COURT. 


By E. E. WICKHAM, 
Registrar of the Shoreditch County Court of Middlesex. 


ConTAINING ALL THE INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR THE Con- 
puUCT or AN OrpINARY ACTION. 
Opinions of the Press: 

** A model of a really useful manual, of value alike to 
suitors, lawyers, and officials. . It is extremely well 
printed and got up.””—Daily Chronicle. 

“Ts a compendious and reliable guide. . . . We 
commend this .’—Law Journal. 

** Extremely convenient. . . . compiled with much 
care.’”,—County Court Chronicle. 








Tables of Costs Prepared for Taxation by Mr. 
Wickham, 2d. each, 1/9 per doz. 





JOHN SMITH & Co., 52, Long-acre, London, W.C. 
And ali Law Booksellers. 


MERICAN FREEHOLD SHOP MORT- 
GAGES.—English Gentleman settled in America 
wants Sapam pap for Placing these; regular business; 
absolutely safe; good commission ; particulars to solicitors 
only.— W, 13, Templeton-place, E Karl's s-court, London. 
TRUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in thi 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lzon 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. E.0. 
AW PRACTICE or PARTNERSHIP.— — 
Solicitor desires to Purchase well-established Country 
Practice or Partnership with good connection ; highest re- 
ferences ; strict investigation.—Address Lex, care of 
Publisher a Solicitors’ Journal, ” 2, Chancery-lane, W.c. 





RACTISING BARRISTER, Law Scholar, 
LL.B., x, estenest cond is willing to oF ee le 
eaten ; 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Acts MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
. Corporation of ‘London, &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1669. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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